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FIBST LmWME. 


MAN AND ANIMAU 


There seems to be some truth after all in the old 
English saying that familiarity breeds contempt, or, at 
all events, indifference. 

^ * There is nothing we are more familiar with than 
our own language. We learn it, we hardly know how. 
While reading, writing, arithmetic, and all the rest, 
,3; are not acquired without considerable effort, and are 
’ often forgotten again in later life, we learn our most 
difficult lesson, namely, speaking, without any con- 
scious effort, and,, however old we may grow, we never 
forget it again. 

I But I ask you. Have you ever tried to find out what 
this language of ours really is ; how it came to us j 
when and where it was made j and what it was mafde 
' : of ? 

Of course, you will all say, we learnt our language 
> from our father and mother or rather from oiur mother 
: and father. Yes, but from whom did they learn it ? 
rJ From their parents, and th^e parents again from 
^ their parents, and thus ad infinitum. 

Even this simple answer, which is by no 
quite correct, is full of import, and ought to have boto 
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taken to heart far more seriously than it seems to have 
been by certain philosophers who maintain that parrots 
and other animals also learn to speak, exactly as chil- 
dren learn to speak, and that therefore language is 
after all nothing so very wonderful, and cannot be said 
to form an impassable barrier between man and beast. 
It is quite true that children now-a-days do neither 
create their own language nor inherit it. Speaking 
any given language is not an acquired habit that de- 
scends from father to son. The necessary conditions 
of speech, however, exist in man and in man only ; 
for if these necessary conditions were present in the 
parrot as well as in man, it would indeed be strange, 
to say no more, that there should never have been a 
parrote$e language, and that no parrot should ever 
have learnt his language from his parents, . and they 
from theirs, and thus ad infinitum. A parrot never 
learns to speak, as little as a child would ever learn to 
fly. These facts are so simple and so obvious that it 
is difficult to understand, how they can ever have been 
disregarded by philosophers. And yet to the present 
day, most thoughtful writers go on repeating the old 
fallacy, that a parrot learns to say *poor Polly,’ just as 
a child learns to say ‘poor Polly.’ 

To put it on the lowest ground, do these philoso- 
phers not see that every child of man is the descend- 
ant of animal that emdd frame language, and has 
framed language ; while every parrot, and every other 
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animal is the descendant of an animal that never 
framed a language of its own ? When a parrot learns 
to speak, it is simply tempted to utter certain sounds, 
in more or less close imitation of English or French, 
by such rewards as sugar and other sweetmeats, or by 
severe punishments on the part of its keepers. As to 
any parrot inventing a language of its own, and teach- 
ing that language to its young, not even Mr. Romanes 
would believe in such a miracle. 

It is therefore not enough to say that we learn our 
language from our parents, and they from their par- 
ents, and thus ad infinitum. That would be a very 
lazy way of handling our problem. This retrogression 
infinitum would be a mere confession of ignorance, 
and such a confession, though it is very honorable 
when we know that we cannot know, cannot be tole- 
rated except in cases where we know al^ why we 
cannot know. 

When we see the history, or, as it is now the 
fashion to call it, the evolution of language, we cannot 
help admitting that there must have been some kind 
of beginning. A language, such as English, for ins- 
tance, does not tumble down from the sky ; and, even 
if it did, it would have to be picked up, and to pick 
up a language, as you know, is not a very easy task, 
particularly for a person supposed to be dumb and 
without any idea of what language is meant fw. fa 
former times, as it seemed to be impossible to account 
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for language as a piece of human workmanship, it was 
readily admitted that it was of divine workmanship, 
that it really bad tumbled down from the sky in some 
way or other, and that curiously enough man alone of 
all animals then living upon earth had been able to 
pick it up. 

But when languages began to be more carefully 
examined, traces of human workmanship became more 
and more visible, and at last the question could no 
longer be pushed aside, how language was made, and 
why man alone of all living beings should have come, 
into possession of it. 

Now I ask, if language is that which, as a matter 
of fact, distinguishes man from all other animals, is it 
not disgraceful that we should be so careless as not to* 
attempt to find out what language is, and why we, and 
we alone of all animals, enjoy the privilege of speech ?' 
I know quite well, that attempts have been made again 
and again to show that language is not the distinguish- 
ing characteristic of man, and that animals also, 
though they have never yet spoken, possess the faculty 
of speech, and may in time begin to speak. Even Kant 
seems to have indulged in the hope that the chimpan- 
ifee might some day begin to speak. But if faculty 
means origin&,lly facility, or that which enables us to 
do a thing, surely it is not too much to ask, why hither 
to no animal should ever have cultivated that gift t 
why no animal should ever have said, ‘I am* an animal,^ 
or, *I am an ape.* Mr. Romanes in his recent work 
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on ‘Mental Evolution in Man,’ has done his very best 
to throw a bridge over the gulf that separates all ani- 
mals from man, namely, language ; and if he has failed 
in showing how human language could have arisen 
from animal utterances, I doubt whether anybody else 
will ever lead that forlorn hope again. 

It is easy enough to show that animals communi- 
cate ; but this is a fact which has never been doubted. 
Dogs who growl and bark leave no doubt in the mind 
of other dogs, or cats, or even of man, of what they 
mean. But growling and barking are not language, 
nor do they even contain the elements of language. 
All names are concepts, and to say that we think in 
concepts is only another way of saying, that we think 
in class-names. Mr. Romanes admits this fully ; in 
fact the very words I have used are his own words 
(1. C-, p. 22, note). But has he been able to discover 
any traces or germs of language, or what he calls ‘in- 
tellectual symbolism,’ in any animal known to him, and 
more particularly in that animal from which he thinks 
we are more immediately descended ? Evidently not. 
‘Anthropoid apes,’ he says (p. 364), ‘are the most in- 
telligent, and, therefore, if specially trained, would 
probably display greater aptitude in the matter of 
sign-making than is to be met with in any other kind 
of brute.” ‘But,’ he continues, ‘I do not press this 
point. What I now refer to is the fact, thattlfc 
existing ^ccieb ,of anthropoid apes are very few |h 
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number, and appear to be all on the high road to 
extinction. Moreover, it is certain that none of these 
existing species can have been the progenitor of man, 
and, lastly, it is equally certain that the extinct 
species (or genus) which did give origin to man must 
have differed in several important respects from any 
of its existing allies. In the first place, it must have 
been more social in habits ; and, in the next place, it 
was probably more vociferous than the orang, the 
gorilla, or the chimpanzee.’ 

Against such arguments it seems to me that even 
the gods would fight in vain. We are told, that man 
is descended from some kind of anthropoid ape. We 
answer that all anthropoid apes, known to us, are 
neither social nor vociferous. And we are told that 
in that case man must be derived from an extinct ape . 
who differed from all known apes, and was both social 
and vociferous. Surely, if this is a scientific argu- 
ment, scientific arguments would in future rank very 
low indeed. 

I know of no book which has proved more clearly 
that language forms an impassable barrier between 
man and beast than the book lately published by Mr. 
JRomanes on the ‘Origin of Human . Faculty,’ though 
liis object was the very opposite. Taking that point 
therefore for granted, it seems to me disgraceful that 
in our general system of education, and even . of 
elementary education, no place should have been 
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found as yet for the Science of Language, and that a 
single child should be allowed to grow up, without 
knowing the worth and value of his most precious 
inheritance, without knowing what language is ; lan- 
guage, which alone distinguishes him from all other 
animals ; language, which alone makes man man \ 
language, which has made him the lord of nature, and 
has restored to him the consciousness of his own true 
Self. 

And here I must guard at once against an outcry 
that is sure to be raised. It will be said that all these 
arguments are inspired by an ill-disguised pride, and 
arise from a wish to claim a higher position for man 
than for other animals. We are told that we ought 
to be rpore humble, and love our neighbors and 
venerate our ancestors, even though they were hairy 
apes. I plead ‘Not guilty’ to all such charges. By 
suggesting motives, any discussion may be poisoned, 
but such suggestions have really nothing whatever to 
do with the question which we are discussing. If it 
could be proved by irrefragable evidence that only a 
hundred years back all our ancestors were hairy and 
speechless, that would not make the slightest difference 
in argument. On the contrary, it would only enhance 
our admiration of language, which, whether in one or 
in a hundred centuries, could have wrought such a 
marvellous change. It would only make it more in- 
cumbent on us to find out what language really is, 
tba| it should have produced^ not only a new species 
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^ anlmal» the homo napiem, but an efiitkeily aew world. 
That language ha9 raised ipan intd ' an entirely new 
atmosphere, an intellectual atniQsphere which no other 
animal is able to breathe, is admitted On all sides. 

Is it not disgraceful, then, I ask once more— is it 
pot disgraceful that we should pass through life with- 
out attempting to know what that atmosphere really is 
from which we draw our best intellectual life ? No 
one is considered educated without a knowledge ' of 
writing, reading, and arithmetic. ^ To me it seems that 
no one should call himself educated who does not 
know what language is, and how it came to be what 
k is. 

At first sight all we seem to be able to say of lan- 
guage is that it is wonderful, that it passes all under- 
standing, or, as some people would say, that it is 
something, supernatural and miraculous. That certain, 
vibrations of air which we produce by varioua emis- 
sions of our breath should represent to us and to others 
all that has ever passed through our mind, all we have 
ever seen or heard or felt, all that passes before us in 
the countless work of nature, and ail that passes with- 
in us ifi our own endless feelings, our imaginings, and 
our thoughts, is marvellous indeed. In fact, next to 
the great mireele of existenee there is no greater 
luiraelc than thfe translation fo all existence into 
buaian speech aud. human though t . 

, 9iit as with ai.trjie miraclel* m with this, our firsi 
duty ip to h?y to inler^ret It, beeanse then only wi|| It 
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reveal to us all that it was meant to reveal. And with 
;regard to the miracle wrought by language, nothing is 
really more miraculous than its simplicity. It is gene- 
rally supposed that the philosophy of language is a 
subject far beyond the reach of ordinary minds. I 
; should be sorry to suppose that there were any minds 
which could not take in the simple lessons .of the 
Science of Language, We never know anything truly, 
unless we can make it as clear as daylight to the com- 
monest understanding. Every one of us starts from 
the level of the ordinary understanding, and however 
far he may advance, unless be has lost the thread of 
. his own knowledge, that is, unless he has allowed his 
own mind to get ravelled, tangled, and knotted, he 
• ought to be able to lead others step by step to the 
same eminence which he has reached himself. 

In no science is this more easy than in the Science 
of Language. It is difficult to teach a man music who 
»cannot play a single instrument. But we all play at 
least one language, and can test the teachings of the 
Science of Language by a reference to our own lan- 
guage, 

I shall hry therefore to show you what the Scier^e 
*of Language has achieved, by taking my illustraticms 
•chiefly from a language which you all know-^frewn 
English. And though I cannot in a few lec^ure^ 
^attempt to give you wore than the A B Oof ow science, 
:.stjf 1 even tba|: ABC may be useful, .and, posisihljf 
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encourage some of you to pay more attention to the' 
study of so familiar, and yet so little explored a subject 
as our language is. It has indeed many lessons to- 
teach us, many mysteries to reveal to us, and there is? 
in it more work to do for any one who wishes to do* 
useful work, than in any other science which I know of. 

When we are told that the English language con- 
sists of about 250,000 words we are no doubt stag- 
gered, and do not know how such a number of signi. 
could have arisen, and how they can all be kept in our- 
memory, each in its own place. But this large number ■ 
of words is really an accumulation of many centuries,^, 
and nothing like that number could have been kept, 
alive, except through the influence of literature. 

Now literature, or, at least, a written literature, is . 
a mere accident. Let us try, therefore, to realize what, 
a language would be which possesses as yet no litera- 
ture, and, therefore, no literary standard. Such lan- 
guages still exist, and we find them generally full of- 
dialectic variety. They vary as spoken colloquially im 
each family ,‘ they vary still more as spoken in different 
clans and colonies. In both these forms, as colloquial? 
and as dialectic, they are full of what we may call 
slang, — expresaons started by the whims of individ- 
uals, but often retained, and admitted, after a time- 
into more general use. 

The first beginning of a settled form a speech is* 
made at public gatherings, where a language must be- 
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used that is intelligible to persons belonging to different 
families and coming from distant settlements. This 
public language, which is soon adopted for sacred 
poetry also, for popular legends, and for legal enact- 
ments, becomes in time what is called the sacred, the 
literary, or the classical dialect. But it does not absorb- 
the whole life of language. On the contrary, each 
language runs on in its natural channels of colloquial- 
speech and dialect and slang, and supplies from time 
to time new material to the classical dialect. 

What thus takes place before our very eyes in 
illiterate languages, must have taken place in alf 
languages, and we can see the same forces at work,, 
even now, in such highly cultivated literary forms of 
speech as English. 

There is one kind of English which is spoken in. 
parliament, in the pulpit, and in the courts of law,, 
which may be called the piibliCf the ordinary, and re- 
cognised English. 

The colloquial English, as used by educated people,, 
differs but slightly from this parliamentary English,, 
though it admits greater freedom of construction, and. 
a more familiar phraseology. 

The literary English again requires still greater 
grammatical accuracy, and admits a number of un- 
common, poetical, and even antiquated expressions* 
which would sound strange in ordinary conversation. 

The dideetic English is by no means extinct 
peasants in every part of England and Scotland and 
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Ireland, though they understand a sermon in church, 
and read their newspaper, both of which are written 
in literary English, continue to speak their own 
language among themselves, -a language full of ancient 
-and curious expressions which often throw much light 
on the history of classical English. These dialects 
Jiave of late been most carefully collected, and this is 
a branch of study in which eyerybody, if only he has 
a well-trained ear, is able to render most valuable 
-assistance. 

Lastly, in discussing special subjects we are driven 
to use a large number of teohnical, scientific,- foreign, 
and even slang expressions, many of which are quite 
unintelligible to the ordinary speaker. 

It is these technical, scientific, foreign, and slang 
terms which swell our dictionaries to such an enor- 
mous ske. We are told that the new Oxford Dic- 
tionary will contain a quarter of a million of words. 
Does any one of us know 250,000 English words ? I 
-doubt it. It is extraordinary how many words this 
small brain of ours will hold, but there are limits to 
everything. In China a young man receives his first 
or second class in examination, according to the num- 
ber of words he can read and write. But in order to 
obtain the place of an imperial historian,, a candidate 
is not required to know more tljan 9,000. We do morb 
.than this. Most of us can read Shakespeare’s plays, 
and in order to’do that, we. must know, abopt 15,000 
words. But though we understand most of these words 
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(there are only about 500 to 600 words in Shakespeare 
which may justly be called obsolete), there are many 
we should never think of using ourselves. Most of us,. 
I believe, never use more than 3,000 or 4,000 words, 
and we are assured that there are peasants who never 
use more than 300 or 400. This does not mean that 
they would not understand more than that numbef,. 
for the Bible which they hear in church contains about 
6,000 words these they would understand more or 
less accurately, though they would never think of 
using them. 

* According to W. T. Adey, The English of King Tame^e- 
Version, the Old and Ne<v Taatacnents contain 6,000 words. 
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A LANGUAGE, therefore, is after all not so bewilder- 
ing a thing as it seems to be, when we hear of a dic- 
tionary of 250,000 words. In fact, for all the ordi- 
nary purposes of life a dictionary of 4,000 words 
would be quite sufficient. 

Skeat’s ‘Etymological Dictionary of the English 
Language,’ which confines itself to primary words, — 
that is to say, which would explain lucTe, but not lucky ^ 
unlucky, luckless , — deals with no more than ; 13,500 
•entries. Of these only 4,000 are of Teutonic orgin ; 5,000 
are taken from French ; 2,700 direct from Latin, 400 
from Greek, about 250 from Celtic, and the rest from 
various sources. If, therefore, we confine our attention 
to that portion of English which is Teutonic, we 
-find that English proper consists of about 4,000 inde- 
pendent words, and that all the rest are derived from 
these. 

Let us now examine some of the words which swell 
•our dictionaries to such an enormous extent, in order 
to see whether they really belong to the living lan- 
guage, and whether we ourselves should be able to 
understand them. 

And first of all a few antiquated words — words 
which were used some centuries ago, but are now to 
he found in the dictionary only. 
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Do you understand anreJ and anredneit ? Anred 
"means single-minded. It is derived from red (roed), 
^purpose, plant scheme, and, like anfdd, Germ, einfdl- 
4ingt meant originally not-planning, not-scheming. 
Hence anredness came to mean singleness, and in the 
thirteenth century people spoke of the onerdmste of 
time and onnesse of Tieorte. 

You might guess the meaning of avenant vsrhen you 
read in Caxton’s Myrr. I. viv, 45, *A lytil man ig ofte 
wel made and, avenaunt,' i. e. a little man is often well- 
made and becoming or comely. Avenant is derived 
from avenir^ to come, to become, and meant agreeable, 
'hecoming, handsome ; but no one would use that 
word now. 

If you saw two men fighting, and one of them were 
mailed a regular hanggter, you might probably guess 
'what was meant ; but though Walter Scott still us^ 
the word in ‘The Abbot,’ it is no longer a living word. 
'There was an old legal expression to commit a burg- 
lary langstrie andforee.’ This again would hardly 
be intelligible, except to the historical student of law. 

There are other words which survive, but the 
original meaning of which has become antiquated. In 
the legal phrase, ‘by assault and battery,’ for instance, 
Ornery still retains its original meaning, namely, 
beating or striking. But we could no longer say, to 
give a boy a battery : we must say a flogging. In 
ordinary parlance battery now only means a numba: of 
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artillery, while men of siende speak also of an electric 
Battery. 

It is curious to observ'e in how many words the 
meaning deteriorates, while it -very seldom improves. 

A 'knm& Was originally a young man, in German 
wn, Knahe^ In the Court cards the knave is simply 
the page or the knight, but by no means the villain. 
ViHain itself was originally simply the inhabitant of a 
village. A pleader once made good use of his etymo- 
logical knowledge. For this is what Swift relates : 
‘I remember, at a trial in Kent,, where Sir George 
Rook was indicted for calling a gentleman knave and 
villain, the lawyer for the defendant brought off hisj 
client by alleging the words were not injurious, for- 
knave, in the old and true signification, imported only 
a servant ; and villain in Latin is vilUcus, which is no' 
more than a man employed in country labor, or 
rather a baily.’ 

I doubt whether in these days any Judge, if 
possessed of some philological knowledge, would allow 
such a quibble to pass, or whether in return he would 
not ask leave to call the lawyer an idiot, for idiot, as 
you know, meant originally no more than a private 
person, a man who does not take part in public affairs ? 
and afterwards only came to mean an outsider, an 
ill-in-f crowd man, and lastly an idiot. 

A was ori^nally, like villain, the inhabitant 
of a pagm, a cottntryman. It came to mean Tieathmr 
because it was chieffy in the country, outside the towh^ 
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that the worshipers of the old national gods were 
allowed to continue. A heathen was originally a 
person living on the heath. Heathen, however, is not 
yet a term of reproach ; it simply expresses a difference 
of opinion between ourselves and others. But we have 
the same word under another disguise, namely* as 
Jioiden. At present Jioiden is used in the sense of a 
vulgar, romping girl. But in old authors it is chiefly 
applied to men, to clowns or louts. We may call 
Socrates a heathen, but we could not call him a 
hoiden, though we might possibly apply that name to 
his wife Xanthippe. 

Sometimes it happens that the same word can be 
used both in a good and in a bad sense. Simplicity 
with us has generally a good meaning. We read in 
the Bible of simplicity and godly sincerity. But, in 
the same Bible the simple ones are reproved : ‘How 
long, ye simple ones, will ye love simplicity ? and 
the scorners delight in their scorning, and fools hate 
knowledge V (Prov. i. 22.) 

If at present we were to call a boy an imp, he 
would possibly be offended. But in Spenser’s time imp 
had still a very good sound, and he allows a noble lady 
a lady gent, as he calls her, to address Arthur, as ‘Thou 
worthy imp’ (Faerie Queen, i. 9. 6). Nor is there any 
harm in that word, for imp meant originally graft, and 
then offspring. To graft in German is impfen, and this 
is really a corruption of the Greek to implant. 

2 
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Brat is now an offensive term, even when applied 
to a child, It is said to be a Welsh word, and to 
signify a rag. It may be so, but in that case it would 
be difficult to account for hrat having been used origi- 
nally in a good sense. This must have been so, for we 
find in ancient sacred poetry such expressions as, ‘O 
Abraham’s brats, o broode oi blessed seede/ 

To use the same word in such opposite meanings 
is possible only where there is an historical literature 
which keeps alive the modern as well as the antiquated 
usages of a language. In illiterate languages, anti- 
quated words are forgotten and vanish. 

Think of all the meanings imbedded in the word 
niee 1 How did they come there ? The word has a 
long history, and has had many ups and downs in its 
passage through the world. It was originally the 
Latin nescius, ignorant, and it retained that meaning 
in old French, and likewise in old English. Robert 
of Gloucester (p. 106, last line) still uses the word in 
that sense, ‘He was nyce,’ he says, and kowthe no 
wisdom,* that is. he was ignorant ’ and knew no wisdom. 
But if there is an ignorance that is bliss, there is 
also an ignorance, or unconsciousness, or simplicity 
that is charming. Hence an unassuming, ingenuous, 
artless person was likewise called nice. However, 
even that artlessness might after a time become artful, 
br, at all events, be mistaken by others for artfulness. 
The ever-nice person might then seem fastidious, 
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■difficult to please, too dainty, and he or she was then 
said to be too nice in his or her tastes. 

We have traced the principal meanings of nice from 
ignorant to fastidious, as applied to persons. If nice 
is applied to things, it has most commonly the meaning 
of charming ; but as we speak of a fastidious and 
■difficult person, we can also speak of' a difficult matter 
as a nice matter, or a nice point. 

At last there remained niae, which simply expresses 
general approval. Everything, in our days, is nice, 
not to say, awfully nice. But unless we possessed a 
literature in which to study the history of words, it 
would be simply impossible to discover why nice should 
express approval as well as disapproval, nay, why it 
should in the end become a mere emphatic expression, 
as when we say, ‘That is a nice business,’ or ‘that is 
a nice mess.' 

And here w'e approach a new class of words which 
swell our dictionaries very considerably, namely, 
wordg. Slang is more than a colloquial and familiar 
expression, it always conveys the idea of being a little 
vulgar. It is quite true that some expressions which 
we call slang were perfectly correct ‘some centuries ago, 
and that they have the right to claim a place among 
antiquated words. The Americans ara very clever at 
making out that most of their slang was pure classical 
English some centuries ago. That may be so; m 
many cases it no doubt is so. But that does not ftakfe 
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away the peculiar twang of what has now become 
slang. A distinguished American politician declared 
that under certain circumstances he would let the 
Constitution ‘slide’. That certainly was slang. But 
when he was blamed for his undignified expression^ 
he appealed to Chaucer and Shakespeare, who use 
the same word, in such phrases as, ‘Wei neigh all 
other cures let he slyde’ ; she ‘lete her sorwe slide’ j 
he lets the world slide.* 

It is often difficult to say why certain colloquial 
expressions are vulgar, while others are allowed to* 
pass. Much depends on the speaker, for you may say 
almost anything in English, if you know how to say it.. 
There is no harm in saying ‘You bet’ ; yet in America 
it is a sign of vulgarity. ‘I am very dry’ is slang, ‘I 
am very thirsty’ is quite correct ; yet thirsty meant 
originally dry, and we may still speak of ‘thirsty land,’ 
instead of dry land. Thirsty is connected with Lat^ 
torr&ret to parch Greek T€pcre(x0q.t„ to become dry. 

*I have been enjoying poor health’ is certainly 
wrong, but I doubt whether poor or bad health is a 
solecism. It is true that health by itself means sound- 
ness of body, and is connepted with hale, healing, and 
whol& (for hoU)> But as we can speak of good and bad 
luck, there is no serious objection to our speaking of 
good, or bad, or indifferent health. 

The frequent use of the verb to get is in bad taste, 
but again, if can hardly be called wrong. When we 
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read, ‘I ^ot ray things packed, and ^ot to the train in 
tirae, and ^of to Paris, and to the hotel, and ^ot ray 
supper, and^tf^ sleepy, and soon ^ot to bed, and ^ot a 
good night’s rest,’ we can understand all that is meant, 
but we feel offended by the poverty and vulgarity of 
the expression. 

Sometimes, however, slang becomes utterly unin- 
telligible, and requires a commentary except to the 
initiated. I shall read a sentence from a Melbourne 
paper, which I hope few here present will understand 
without the help of 'explanatory notes : 

‘Say, mate^ some our’n cockneys chummed with 
’em Melbourne larrikins at you booxe-ken. Flash 
coves, blacklegs, and welchers that they be, the lushed 
like old *Arry till on ’em kicked the bucket. They 
told a bobby that coomed by as they was gents* 
“That’s all my heye and Betty Martin,” says he? — and 
he slips on the darbies and brought ’em to quod.’ 

This, no doubt, is very vulgar English, but it is 
English for all that, and if there ever should be a 
violent social revolution at Melbourne, and the lower 
classes should become the upper classes, it is quite 
possible that this kind of English might be spoken 
there in parliament and even in the pulpit We must 
not forget that in its origm every language may be 
called vulgar. It is the language of the mlgm^ before 
it becomes the language of literature. Even I>ant» 
calls his Italian il vdgare, and he was the first to usa 
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that common spoken idiom for the highest literary 
purposes. 

There are slang-dictionaries, as large as the dic- 
tionaries of any language, and I am sorry to say that 
even our Universities contribute every year a fair share 
toward new and enlarged editions of these books. 
LitUe go, Moderations, Greats to he ploughed, to he 
gvdfhtd, are well-known specimens of this mysterious 
language. There are many more which it is perhaps 
wiser not to mention. 

As to technical and scientific terms, they are end- 
less. Try to speak with a boot-maker or a carpenter 
about his own tools and his own work, and you will be 
surprised at the unknown treasures of the English 
language. Not long ago a wine-merchant to whom I 
had complained about some bottles of wine not being 
quite full, wrote to me to return the ullaged bottles. 
1 did not understand tdlaged, and I had to consult a 
dictionary. There I found that euilage in ancient 
French meant that which is required to fill a bottle,, 
from euiller, to fill. This euiller is supposed to stand 
for olier, to oil. But why to oil ? Because in the South 
of France and Italy to the present day oil is poured 
into a bottle, instead of corking it. That pil has to be 
dashed out before the wine is drunk, and a certain 
amount of wine is lost in that process. That is the 
and hence the bottle. I doubt whether 

my wine-merchant knew this, and it is strange that a 
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custom which obtained only in the South of Europe 
of using oil for closing bottles of wine, should have 
produced an expression which was used in the North 
of Europe, where oil was never used for that purpose. 
That shows how words travel forward and backward 
over the whole world. 

When I was in Cornwall 1 heard the smoked 
pilchards called by the people Fair Maids. I tried to 
find out why, and this was the result of my inquiries. 
These smoked pilchards are largely exported to Genua, 
and are eaten there during Lent. They are called in 
Italian fumada, smoked fish. The Cornish sailors 
picked up that word, naturalized it, gave it an intel- 
ligible meaning, and thus became, according to their 
own confession, exporters of fair maids. You see the 
Odyssey and the adventures of Ulysses are nothing 
compared with the adventures of words. 

A carpenter once told me that the boards of a box 
ought to be properly dowald. I did not understand 
what he meant, and it was only when he showed me 
the actual process that I saw that to dowal meant to 
ddve4ail, to cut the ends so that they should fit like 
dove-tails. 

Scientific terms are likewise technical terms, only 
put into Greek or Latin. What can be achieved in 
the manufacture of such terms may be gathered from 
the following extract from a book on Botany :* 

' •' Mai«h, Leohtrea on the JSnglish Lcrngtiags, 186. 
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♦Begoniaceae, by their anthero-connectival fabric 
indicate a close relationship with anonaceo-hydro- 
charideo-nymphaeoid forms, an affinity confirmed by, 
the serpentarioid flexuoso-nodiilous stem, the lirioden- 
droid stipules, and cissoid and victorioid foliage of a 
certain Begonia ; and if considered hypogynous, would • 
in their triquetrous capsule, alate seed, apetalism, and 
tufted stomination, represent the floral fabric of Ne- 
pentbs, itself of afistolochioid affinity, while by its 
j)itchered leaves, directly belonging to Sarracenias and 
Dionaeas. 

I doubt whether any Englishman, unless he be a 
botanist by profession, would understand the hidden 
meaning of these sentences, and though these words 
have to be admitted into an English dictionary that 
professes to be complete, they cannot be said to form 
part of the commonwealth of English undefiled. 

If, then, we confine our attention to those words 
which form the real stock in trade of the English lan- 
guage, our task will become much more manageable. 
Instead of 250,000 we shall have to deal with about 
40,000 truly English words, or, if we include all French, 
Latin, Greek, and Celtic primaries, with 12,350 words, 
and then ask ourselves once more the question. Whence 
do they come ? 

No one can help- seeing that even amongst the most 
ordinary Words in English there afe some which are 
very much alike in sound. If these words have also 
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isome similarity iii meaning, we are justified in supposing 
that they may have a common origin. 

Take for instance such words as to hear, burden, 
Mer, and harrow. They all have the same constituent 
-element, namely hr ; they all have a meaning connected 
with bearing or carrying. Burden is what is carried ; 
‘hier, what a person is carried on ; harrow, in wheel 
barrow, an implement for carrying things. 

No doubt, this is only prima facie evidence. We 
must not forget that we are dealing with a modern 
language which has passed through many vicissitudes. 
In order to institute truly scientific comparisons, we 
.should have in each case to trace these words to their 
Anglo-Saxon, or even to their corresponding Gothic 
forms. 

How great the danger is of trusting to mere similarity 
of sound in modern language, you will see at once, if 
you take the last word harrow, which means not only 
•u, wheelbarrow, but also a burial-mound. We have 
only to trace this fiarrow back to its Anglo-Saxon form 
heorh, in order to see that it has nothing to do with 
bearing or carrying, but that it is connected with the 
Anglo-Saxon heorgm, the German hergen, to hide, to 
protect. 

But though it is necessary, before we institute 
-comparisons, always to go back to the oldest forms nf 
words which are within our reach, still for . practical 
ifmrposes it sufl&ces if we know that such words as 
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l>ear, burden, Her, and harrow have all been proved to^ 
come from one common source. 

And more than this. As to hear is used in many 
languages in the sense of bearing children, we may 
safely trace to the same source such English words as 
birth, and bairn, a child. 

Nay, as the same expression is also used of the 
earth-bearing fruit, we can hardly be wrong in ex-- 
plaining, for instance, barley, as what the earth bears- 
or brings forth. In German Qetreide, M. H. G-etregede,. 
literally, what is born, has become the name of every 
kind of corn. If we go back to Anglo-Saxon, we find 
bcerdic for barley, in which lie is derivative, while here- 
by itself meant barley. In Scotland more particularly 
bear continued to be used for barley, and a coarse kind 
of barley is still called bear-barley. Barn also receives-, 
its explanation from the same quarter. For barn is- 
contracted from bere-cean, which means barley-house, or, . 
as also called, bere-flor. 

We have thus collected eight words, which all 
contain one common element, namely hr, and which.* 
jorimafaei come from the same source. Their various 
meanings, as we saw, can likewise be traced back to- 
the one fundamental concept of bearing. 

From everyone of these words ever so many deriv- 
atives may be formed, and have been formed. 

Think on]:i[r of the numerous offspring of to hear,^ 
and the various meanings that can be conveyed by that 
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one word. We have, to bear up, to bear out, to bear 
oneself, proud bearing, to bear in mind, to bear with,, 
to forbear ; then to bear down on a person, in the 
sense of to press hard on him, to bear away, said of' 
a ship that sails away, to lose one’s bearings, bearable, 
unbearable, a bearer, an office-bearer, bearing in the 
sense of behaviour, child-bearing, and many more. 

Now you begin to see how thrifty language can be, 
and what immense results it can achieve with very 
small means. It starts with a syllable of two con- 
sonants, such as bar, and out of it, by means of deriv- 
atives, it forms a perfect army of words. If we had a 
hundred such syllables, and derived only forty words 
from each, we should possess what, as we found, is- 
wanted for carrying on all social and intellectual inter- 
course, namely 4,000 words. 

But now we shall be asked. What are those mys- 
terious syllables ? What is, for instance, that bar^, 
which we discovered as the kernel of ever so many 
words ? 

These syllables have been called roots. That is, oi‘ 
course, nothing but a metaphorical expression. What 
is meant is neither more nor less than what you saw 
just now as the result of our comparison — namely,, 
what remains of a number of words after we separate 
the purely formative elements, In burden, dm is- 
formative ,* in birth, th is formative ; in bairn, n is form- 
ative. In barn, too, n is formative, but it is different 
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from the n in hairn, because it is really a contraction 
of cern. Bere-cern meant a place for barley, just as 
horsern meant a place for horses, a stable, doepern, a 
sleeping place.* 

There remains therefore har with a variable vowel, 
and this we call a root, or an ultimate element of 
speech, because it cannot be analyzed any further. 

This root Jar, however, is not an English root. It 
•existed long before English existed, and we find it 
again in Latin, Greek, Celtic, Slavonic, Zend, and 
Sanskrit, that is, in all the, languages which form what 
ds called the, Aryan family of speech. As this root Sar 
•exists in Latin as/«r, in Greek as in Celtic as her^ 
in Slavonic as her, in Zend as har, and in Sanskrit as 
b h a r, it is clear that it must have existed before these 
languages separated, and that, as you may imagine, 
must have been a very, very long time ago. 

But you may ask. How did these roots exist ? 
"Were they ever independent words, or did they only 
•exist in their derivatives ? Of course, it is impossible 
to answer this question by historical evidence. If any- 
thing deserves to be called pre-historic, it is the period 
•of language which precedes the formation of Sanskrit, 
Greek, and Latin. But if we argue by analogy, we 
may say that as in Chinese, so in this Proto-Aryan 
language, these roots, without any formative suffixes 
•or prefixes, were purobably used by themselves. On the 

• Morrii, Ei$toHeal OtOUtw, | 822 , 
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Other hand, it is quite true that, as soon as one of these- 
roots was used either as a subject or as a predicate, it 
had really ceased to be a root in the true sense of that 
word, and had become a noun, or a verb, or an ad- 
jective. 

Hitherto, it seems to me, there is nothing difficult,, 
nothing uncertain, nothing mysterious in this process 
of taking our language to pieces, and separating the 
radical from the formal elements. It is no more than 
cracking a nut and separating the kernel from the 
shell. What the result of this cracking and peeling 
has been, I shall try to explain to you in my next 
lecture. 



SECOND LECTURE. 


THE ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE. 


We saw at the end of our last lecture by what 
iprocess the constituent elements of a language can be 

• discovered. It is a very simple process. You take a 
word, remove from it all that can be accounted for, 
that is all that can be proved to be purely formative 
and derivative ; and what cannot be accounted for, 
what cannot be further analyzed, you accept as an 

• element, as an ultimate fact, or, as scholars are in the 
.habit of calling it, as a root. 

Now let me tell you, 6rst of all, that this chemical 
analysis of words is by no means a new invention- 
It was performed for the first time more than 2,000 
years ago by the grammarians of India, They reduced 
the whole of their abounding language to about 1,706 
roots.* Given these roots, they professed to be able 
to account for every word in Sanskrit, and to a certain 
extent they achieved it. Considering the time when 
that experiment was carried out, it strikes us as per- 
fectly marvellous. We, in Europe, were still savages 
at that time, entirely unacquainted with letters or 


* SeUnee of Language, vol, i, p. 306. 
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literature. Still, we have made some advance over 
Panini, and Mr. Edgren has reduced the number of 
necessary roots to 816, afterwards to 633, and at last 
to 587.* With these roots he thinks that the great 
bulk of the Sanskrit vocabulary can be accounted for. 
And here again we may say that, with certain well- 
understood exceptions, this promise has been fulfilled. 
For instance, the root har, or Ihar, particularly if we 
include the words derived from Latin /err^ and adopted 
in English, such as, for instance, fertile, far (barley), 
farina, barley-flower, reference, deference, conference^ 
■difference, inference, preference, transference, and all the 
rest, would yield more than a hundred English words. 
"We should not want therefore more than a hundred 
:snch roots to account for 10,000 words in English. 
Now, as a matter of fact, the number of Aryan roots 
■which have left offspring in English, is only about 
460.t When all the offspring of a root dies, of course 
the root itself comes to an end, and this is what has 
happened to a number of roots which are required to 
account for words in Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin, but 
no longer, for any words existing in English. 

It stands to reason that all these statements are 
broad statements. There is in every language a con- 
siderable residue of words which has not yet been 
traced back to any root. There are likewise many 

• Science of Thought, p. 377. 

f Skeat, SUgmlogiod Dictionary, pp. 7SS9, wq. 
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words wiiich are not to be deri-^ed from roots at all, 
but come straight from imitations of sounds, or inter- 
jections. To this class belong such words as cuekoor 
moo (cow), bah (lamb), to click, to hiss. The Greeks- 
called the formation of such words onomatopceia or 
word-manufacturing, by which they meant that they 
formed a class by themselves, that they were mere 
made words, artificial words, not real and natural 
words, like all the rest. 

Besides there are interjections, such as ah, oh, fie,, 
pooh, pah, and all the rest. 

Still, to put the matter broadly — and I cannot here.- 
attempt more than to give you the broad outlines ofi 
the Science ot Language — we have now come to this.. 
Instead of being startled and staggered by 250,000 of 
words, all crowding in upon us and asking us what, 
they are and whence they came, we are now only con- 
fronted by four or five hundred words or roots, and 
have to render some account of them. If we can do- 
that, the world-old riddle of the origin of language is. 
solved. How from these roots the whole wealth of 
English was evolved has been shown by Comparative- 
Grammar. Here all formative elements, such as suf- 
fixes, prefixes, infixes, all case-terminations, all per- 
sonal and tense-terminations, have been classified, and 
traced back, more or less successfully, to so-called 
demonstrative elements. Here also much remains still 
to be done, but the broad fact is established once for 
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all, that all yvQ call graminar Is the result of synthesis 
between predicative roots and demonstrative elements, 
often also between words, ready made. 

Thus birth was originally hJiar, to bear, plui a de- 
monstrative element U, in English tJi, which locali^^ 
the fact of bearing here and there. 

The Sanskrit b i-b h a r-m i shows ns the same root 
reduplicated, so as to express continuous action, and 
followed by m i as a personal demonstrative Bearing-I 
comes to mean, I bear. 

The English bear-able is a compound of bear with 
the Roman suffix able, the Latin abilis, which expresses 
fitness. 

Instance of composition of ready-made words, we 
have in English in such words as Jiuzsg, which stands 
for housewife ; or world, which stands for wear ss man 
and gld", age ; goddess which means loose or away from 
God ; god-ly, which means like God. 

We have now to face the final question, What are 
these roots ? If we can answer that, we shall know 
what language is. We shall not simply stare at it in 
silent wonderment, nor shall we repeat the old. answer 
that we learnt it from our mother, and our mother 
from her mother, and thus ad infinitum^ We shaP 
probably wonder at it all the more, but with an intal'- 
ligent wonder and pleasure, and not simply with a 
3 
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vacant stare, that so much could h|ive been made out 
of so little. 

All roots which we find in English, in Sanskrit, or 
rather in that stratum of language which lies even 
beneath Sanskrit, are perfectly definite in sound. 
Their consonants are guttural, dental, or labial, surd, 
sonant, or aspirated. These consonants can be modi- 
fied according to certain rules, but they are not vague 
and indefinite, as is often the case with the vowels and 
consonants of less developed languages. 

Secondly, they nearly all express acts, such as 
bearing, striking, pushing, catting, tearing. And you 
will find, if you trace even the most abstract and 
elevated notions back to their original source, they 
are borrowed from such material concepts as tearing, 
pushing, and all the rest. Abstract, for instance, is 
what is torn away, elevated what is pushed aloft. 

Thirdly, they are all conceptual, that is to say they 
do not express a single percept, as, for instance, the 
sound of eueleoo, or moo, or bah, but they signify acts, 
or qualities, conceived as the resuit of acts. Perceptf 
as you know, is the technical name given to our cog- 
nizaiKe of a single object actually perceived by the 
senses ; while concept is the technical term for our 
cogruzance of something common to several objects, 
which can never by itself be conceived by the senses. 
Thus snow is called a percept, the white of snow a 
concept. 
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When logicians ask* how we come to form con- 
cepts, they seem to see no difficulty whatever in this 
process. There was white in snow, they say, in chalk, 
and in milk ; and the sign for this common quality was 
the sound white. So, no doubt, it is with us ; but in the 
evolution of the human mind, the forming of concepts 
represents quite a new epoch, and like everything else 
in that evolution, we must try to discover some natural 
necessity for it. Now the first natural necessity for 
our taking cognizance of two or more percepts as one, 
lies in our own acts. Most of our acts are repeated 
acts. We do not strike, or push, or rub once only, but 
repeatedly. This consciousness therefore of our own 
repeated acts as one action, grew by necessity into our 
first conceptual knowledge, and that primitive con- 
ceptual knowledge is embodied in those very roots 
which, as We saw, were the feeders of aJI human 
speech. When this conceptual tendency was once 
started, it would go on growing stronger with every 
new generation, till at last our whole intellectual life 
became, as it now is, conceptual. It is the beginning 
of this peculiar mental operation that has to be ex- 
plained, and it should be explained, if possible, as 
brought about by the same natural necessity which 
forces us to see and to bear. I do not say that the 
consciousness of our own repeated acts is the only 
po^ible way in which the beginning of concepts can 
be explained. All I say is that it is the most natural 
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explanation, and that it is confirmed in the most un- 
expected way by the facts of language. 

One more question now remains. Why should the 
conscidusness of dur acts be accompanied by certain 
definite sounds, such as Ihar, to bear, mar, to rub,. 

to stop, <««, to stretch? Here again our answer 
can only be hypothetical. Often though we cannot 
drive our shaft into a deep geological stratum, we can 
guess by analogy what its constituent elements must 
have been. It is the same in the geology of language. 

With regard to the sounds accompanying our notions,, 
we know from physiology that under any strong mus. 
cular effort it is a relief to the system to let our breath- 
come out strongly and repeatedly, and by that process to 
let the vocal cords vibrate in different ways. That is the* 
case with savages, and it is the case even with us. 
These natural sounds accompanying our acts, are 
called elamor comitms. Navvies when they have to- 
lift a heavy weight together, shout To Tieo. Sailors 
when they pull together, have their own monotonous- 
song. Even children when they march or dance,, 
break out naturally in some kind of rhythmic sing- 
song, Here we have at all events a hint, — for I will 
say no more,-— how this natural music which accom- 
panied the acts of early people, this elamor eoncomitan%f 
could have supplied the outward signs of the inward 
concepts of these acts. What we want are natural 
signs of concepts, not of percepts. If our thoughts- 
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■and , our .language consisted o£ percepts only, the sound 
•of euahoo for the cuckoo, of moo for cow, and hah for 
iamb would have been amply sufEcient. But we must 
take language as it is. Language as it is, is derived 
from sounds which express the consciousness of our 
-acts, and which are ipso facto conceptual. Such sounds 
can be supplied, as it seems to me, through one chan- 
nel only, namely from the sounds which accompany 
our acts, and particularly such acts as are performed 
in common with our fellow-men. From the fact that 
these primitive acts were performed in common, another 
advantage arises, namely, that the sounds which 
■accompany them, and which afterwards are to remind us 
of them, are naturally understood by others as well as 
hy ourselves, in every port of the world where a begin- 
ning of social life is made. 

Let us see now what are the results at which we 
diave arrived, not by a priori theories about language 
and thought, but by a mere analysis of facts, of the 
facts of language, as garnered in our dictionaries and 
grammars. 

We found that a small number of insignificant little 
.syllables, such as 5^ar, or dhar, or mar, or jpaf, or 
man formed the elements with which the whole English 
language had been put together. We found that 
-a somewhat larger number sufficed to account for tte 
whole verbal harvest of all the Aryan languages, scb!^ 
•as Sanskrit, Peisian, Greek* Latin, Russian, German, 
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and Welsh. I may add that a similar analysis of the 
Semitic languages, such as Hebrew, Syriac, and Arabic 
has led to exactly the same result, and that in other 
families of languages also, outside the pale of Aryan- 
and Semitic something corresponding to our roots 
has been discovered as the residue of a careful etymo- 
logical analysis. 

We may now with perfect safety make another step 
in advance. 

These so-called roots, these insignificant little sylla- 
bles, which form the foundation of all that we call 
language, form at the same time the impassable bar- 
rier between man and beast. Whatever animals may 
be able to do — and no one who has watched intelligent 
animals without preconceived opinions, can doubt that 
they can do almost everything that we do, only in their 
own way — but whatever the cleverest animals are able 
to do, they cannot form these little syllables as signs 
of concept. And as what we mean by a concept can- 
not come into existence except by a sign, we may 
argue, with a certain amount of plausibility, that ani- 
mals have not what we call concepts, and that this is 
the true reason why they have not what we mean by 
language. It may seem a very small matter, this being 
able to use a number of syllables as signs of concepts ; 
but it forms nevertheless the aine qu& non of language, 
and no one will venture to say that language is a small 
matter, even though it consists at first of 300 words 
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only. The first rays of language, like the first rays 
of the dawn, change the world from night to day,, 
from darkness to light, from a strange phantom into 
our own home. However humble we may try to be, 
no one who really knows what language means, and 
what it has done for us, will be able to persuade, 
himself that, after all, there is not a radical difference 

between him and the parrot, the elephant, or the ape. 

* 

He re then, is one of the lessons which the Science 
of Language teaches us. It opens our eyes at first to 
the marvellousness of language, and makes us see that 
the language which we speak, and which seems to us 
so very simple, so very natural, so very familiar, is 
really something so magnificent, so wonderful, so dif- 
ferent from everything else we have or do or know, 
that some of the wisest of mankind could not help 
themselves, but had to ascribe it to a divine source. 

It shows us secondly that, like all the most marvel- 
lous things, language also, if carefully studied, dis- 
closes a simplicity more wonderful even than its sup- 
posed complexity. A chemistry has shown us that 
the whole universe, the sea and the mountains, the 
earth and the sun, the trees and the animals, the sim- 
plest protoplasm and the most highly organized brain^ 
are aU put together with about sixty simple substances. 
Comparative Philology has taught us that with about 
400 simple radical substances, and a few demonstrativr 
elements, the, names and the knowledge of the whole 
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universe have been elaborated. Only by being named 
dues this universe become ohr^ universe, and all our 
knowlfedge, the accumulation of the labor of cbuntless 
generations, is possible only because it could be handed 
down to us in the sacred shrine of language. Let 
uS be humble, as much as you like ; but on the other 
hand, let us not depreciate our inheritance. We have 
not made our language ourselves, we have received it. 
We are what we are by what those who came before 
us have done for us. Like the coral islands which 
have been built up by the silent and self-sacrificing 
industry of millions of millions of living beings, our 
languages have been elaborated by the incessant labors 
of millions of millions of those who came before us. 
Whether those ancestors of ours were hairy, whether 
they had tails, whether they walked on all fours, or 
whether they climbed trees — what does that matter to 
us ? Our body is a mere conglomerate of cells. It 
comes and goes, it is born and dies. It is not ours, 
it is not our own self. But whatever these prehistoric 
imcestors of outs may have been, they were able to 
bring to maturity and to compound in ever varying 
fornis those intellectual cells which, for want of a better 
iQEame, we call roots, and which constitute a barrier 
between bur^Ives and all other living beings — a barrier 
which fortunately does not vanisli by being ignored. 
The Science of Language, better than any Other science, 
teaches us our true position in the world. Our bodily 
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frame is like the bodily frame of the animals ; it is 
•even less perfect than that of many animals. We are 
beasts, we are wild beasts, and those who have fought 
with wild beasts, not only at Ephesus, but within the 
arena of their own hearts, are least likely to forget that 
lesson. But there is a light within us, which not only 
lights up our own true self, but throws its rays uppn 
the whole world that surrounds and holds us. That 
iight is language. Take away that language, and man 
is lower than the dumb animals of the field and of the 
forest. Give us that language, and we are not only 
higher than all animals, but lifted up into a new 
world, thinking thoughts and speaking words which 
the animal may obey, may even imitate, but which no 
.animal can ever create, or even impart to its own 
•offspring. 



THE LESSON TAUGHT BY THE SCIENCE 
OF LANGUAGE. 


I HAVE tried hitherto to show how the Science of 
Language teaches us our true position with regard to>' 
animals. Let me now try to explain to you how the* 
same science has taught us likewise our true position 
with regard to our fellow -men. 

I mentioned before, that English belongs to what. 
I call the Aryan family of speech. That means that in 
the same manner as Italian, P’rench, and Spanish are- 
derived from Latin, English and the other Aryan 
languages are derived from a more ancient language, 
which is lost, but which must once have had a very 
real historical existence. This lost language we call 
Aryan, or Proto-Aryan. The descendants of the 
Proto-Aryan language are known to us in seven great 
branches, called the Teutonic, the Celtic, the Italic’ 
the Greeh, the Slavonic, the Iranic, and the Indie. The*: 
first five constitute the WortTi-W^tern or Muropean, the 
other two the Souih-JSastern or Asiatic division. 

Now let us consider for a moment what all this 
means. English belongs to the Teutonic branch of 
the Aryan family ; that means that English, and German,, 
and Dutch, and Danish, and Swedish, and even 
Icelandic, are all varieties of one type of Aryan speech,. 
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and that all the people who speak these languages are- 
held together by the closest ties of a linguistic rela* 
tionship. 

It is said that blood is thicker than water, but it: 
may be said with even greater truth that language is- 
thicker than blood. If, in the interior of Africa, 
surounded by black men, whose utterances are utterly* 
unintelligible, we suddenly met with a man who could* 
speak English, or Irish, or American. We should under- 
stand him, and be able to exchange our thoughts- 
with him. That brings us together far more closely 
than if we met a Welshman speaking nothing but Welsh,, 
or a Scotchman speaking nothing but Gaelic ; or, for all 
that, an Englishman who, having been brought up in 
China, could speak nothing but Chinese. A common 
language is a common bond of intellectual brotherhood,, 
far stronger than any supposed or real community of 
blood. Common blood without a common language,, 
leaves us as perfect strangers. A common language,, 
even without common blood, makes the whole world 
feel akin. 

It is quite true that the different Teutonic dialects - 
have changed so much, that at present an Englishman 
can hardly understand a Duchman, a Dutchman can- 
hardly understand a German, while to a German, 
Danish and Swedish and Icelandic sound as strange 
as French and Italian. Nevertheless, in of- 

dynastic and national feuds, English, Dutch, Germans,. 
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Banes, and Swedes, feel themselves as one, when 

• brought face to face with Slavonic or Romanic nations. 
They know that by their language, if not by their 

; blood, they represent a unity in the history of the world. 
The same feeling is shared most strongly by all Sla- 
vonic people. However much they may be separated 
from each other by government, religion, and general 
civilisation, against Teutonic nations the Slaves are 
one. There can be no doubt, however, that during 
the middle ages, and also in modern times, the mix- 
ture of blood between Slaves and Germans has been 

• enormous. The Slavonic names of places and families 
in Germany, and the Gern^an names of places and fami- 
lies in Bohemia, Poland, and Russia tell their own tale. 
Nevertheless, a man who speaks Bohemian, Polish, or 
Russian, feels himself a Slave ; a man who speaks 

‘German feels himself a German, and he can hardly 
understand what is meant when he is told that the 

• blood of his great-grandfather was either Slavonic or 
Teutonic. Nor do I think that any bioldgist has as 
yet given us a scientific definition of what is meant by 
:Slavonic or Teutonic blood, by Slavonic or Teutonic 
hair, or skulls, or skin ; and until that is done, such 
undefined words should simply be boycotted in all 
iscientific discussions. 

The Science of Language, however, professes to 
teach us something else. Whatever the so-called 
national antipathy between people speaking Slavonic 
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and Teutonic and Romanic, languages may be, they 
have now to< learn a new lesson — ^a lesson that may 
bear good fruit in the future,, namely, that these very 
Slavonic, Teutonic and Romanic languages, which at 
present divide the people who speak them, belong to * 
one and the same family, and- were once spoken by 
the common ancestors of these divided and sometimes - 
hostile nations. 

At present such lessons may seem to possess a. 
scientific interest only, in so far as they have made 
scholars take a completely new view of the ancient 
history of mankind. The old idea that our languages • 
were all derived from Hebrew, has been surrendered 
long ago ; but it was not surrendered without an effort, - 
an effort almost as great as that which made the 
world surrender its faith in the central position of: 
the earth.. 

After that came a new surrender, of which I still 
remember the beginning and the end. I myself was 
brought up in the most straitest school of classical 
scholarship. I was led to believe that there were only 
two so-called classical languages in the world — Greek 
and Latin — 'and that all the other nations of Europe 
were more or less of barbarians till they were debar* 
barized by contact with Greek aud Roman civili^tion. 
That the language of the ancient Germans or Celts 
could have been anything but an uncouth jargQ% as 
compared with the language o| Homer and Virgil f 
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that the grammar of the Goths could have been as 
perfect as that of the Helledes ; that the natives of 
•Gaul and Germany could have possessed a religon, a 
mythology, and an epic poetry that could be compared 
to the religion, the mythology, and the epic poetry of 
Greeks and Romans — these are ideas which would 
have been scouted by all scholars, in fact by all 
educated people, at the beginning of our century. But 
facts will have their way, however much they may be 
•scouted at first. That the Gothic language was as 
finely organized as Latin, admitted of no contradiction. 
That the religion and the mythology of the Teutonic 
nations flowed from the same source as the religion 
and mythology of the Greeks and Romans, bad to be 
granted even by the best Greek and Latin scholars of 
the day, such as Gottfried Hermann, Otfried Mtiller, 
and Weicker. And that the epic poetry of Iceland, 
and of Germany, the Edda and the Nibelunge, con- 
tained fragments of as peculiar beauty as the Homeric 
.poems, was freely acknowledged by the foremost poets 
-and critics in Germany, such as Herder and Goethe, 

Though no one would have denied the superiority 
of the* Greek genius, and though the glory of having 
raised the world from darkness to light will for ever 
remain with the Greeks, yet the Greeks, and their 
■pupils, the Romans, Icouid no longer command a posi- 
"tion apart from all the rest. They had made abetter 
'fise of the talent (X)mmitted to them ; it may be they 



THE LESSON TAUGHT, ETC. 


47 


liad received from the beginning a richer endowment. 
But those whom in their pride they had called bar- 
"foarians, had now to be recognized as of the same kith 
sand kin from the beginning, nay, destined hereafter to 
•^outstrip even their masters in the historic race after 
the true, the noble, and the good. Classical scholars 
•who can remember the events of the last fifty years 
know best how radical a change every branch of clas- 
sical learning has undergone, when it became possessed 
by this new comparative spirit. 

Like many movements, true in themselves, this 
movement also has sometimes been carried too far. 
“No one, it was boldly asserted, could know Greek 
-who did not know Sanskrit or Gothic. No one could 
understand Roman mythology who had not studied 
modern folk-lore. All this is true in a certain sense, 
but it has been ^much exaggerated. Still, our hitorical 
horizon has been permanently enlarged. Greeks and 
Romans have been placed in a new historical environ- 
ment, and so far from losing in their prestige, they 
•only stand forth in bolder relief by the historical back- 
ground with which the Science of Language has sup- 
•plied them. 

But if this feeling of fraternity between the prin- 
cipal languages of Europe can only claim a scientific 
and literary interest, it has produced very practicsal 
results in other quarters. The feeling between the 
white' and the black man is deeply engrained in hunmn 
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nature, and in spitp of all the arguments in support of 
our common humanity, it was not to be wondered at 
that the dark people of India should look upon their 
white conquerors as strangers,' and that the white' .rulers- 
of India should treat their dark subjects almost as- 
people of another kind. That feeling seemed wellnigh 
unconquerable, till the discovery of' Sanskrit proved 
'beyond all manner of doubt that the languages spoken- 
by the inhabitants of India must have sprung from- 
the same source as Greek, Latin, and English, The 
name IndofEwopean marked not only a new epoch ins 
the study of language ; it ushered in a new period in. 
the history of the world. Language, as I said before,, 
is thicker than blood, and while a so-called community 
of blood conveys really no definite meaning at all, a. 
community of language that extended even to con- 
sonants, vowels, and accents, proved an intellectual, 
fraternity far stronger than any merely genealogical 
relationship. 

When the Hindus learnt for the first time that their- 
ancient language, the Sanskrit, was closely connected 
with Greek and Latin, and with that uncouth jargon 
spoken by their rulers, they began to feel a pride in. 
their language and thek descent, and they ceased to- 
look upon the pale-shinned strangers from the North 
as strange creatures from another, whether a better or 
a worse world. They felt what we feel when later in 
hfe we meet with a man whom we had quite forgotten^ 



THE LESSON TAUGHT, ETC. 49 

But as soon as he tells us that he was at the same 
school with ourselves, as soon as he can remind us of 
our common masters, or repeat some of the slang- 
terms of our common childhood and youth, he be- 
comes a schoolfellew, a fellow, a man whom we seem 
to know, though we do not even recollect his name. 
Neither the English nor the Hindus recollected their 
having been at the same school together thousands of 
years ago, but the mere fact of their using the same 
slang words, such as matar and mother, such as 
bhratar and brother, such as staras and ntan, was 
sufficient to convince them that most likely they had 
been in the same scrapes land had been flogged by the 
same masters. It was not so much that either the 
one or the other party felt very much raised in their 
own eyes by this discovery, as that a feeling sprang 
up between them that, after all, they might be chips 
of the . same block. I could give you ever so many 
proofs in support of this assertion, at all events on 
the part of the Hindus, and likewise from the speeches 
of some of the most enlightened rulers of India, But 
as I might seem to be a not altogether unprejudiced 
witness in such a matter, I prefer to quote the words 
of an eminent American scholar, Mr. Horatio Hale, 
‘When the people of Hindostan in the last century,’ 
he writes, ‘came under the British power, they were 
regarded as a debased and alien race. Their complexion 
reminded their conquerors of Africa, Their divinities 
4 
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were hideous monsters. Their social tsystem was 
anti-hnman and detestable. Suttee, Thuggee, Jugger- 
naut, all sorts of cruel and shocking abominations, 
seemed to characterize and degrade them. The 
proudest Indian prince was, in the sight and ordinary 
speech of the rawest white subaltern, only a “nigger”. 
This universal contempt was retorted with a hatred as 
universal, and threatening in the future most disastrous 
consequences to the British rule. Then came an 
unexpected and wonderful discovery. European 
philologists, studying the language of the conquered 
race, discovered that the classic mother-tongue of 
Northern Hindostan was the elder sister of the Greek, 
the Latin, the German, and the Celtic languages. At 
the same time a splendid literature was unearthed, 
which filled the scholars of Europe with astonishment 
and delight. The despised Asiatics became not only 
the blood-relations, but the teachers and exemplars, 
of their conquerors. The revulsion of feeling on 
both sides was immense. Mutual esteem and confi- 
dence, to a large extent, took the place of repulsion 
and distrust. Even in the mutiny which occurred while 
the change was yet in progress, a very large proportion 
of the native princes and people refused to take 
part in the outbreak. Since that time, good-will has 
steadily grown with the fellowship of common studies 
and aims. It may freely be affirmed, at this day, that 
the discovef'^ of the Sanskrit language and literature has 
been of more value to England in the retention and in- 
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'CT&au of "her Indian Empire, than an army of a hundred 
thousand men.' 

This is but one out of many lessons which the 
Science of Language has taught us. We have become 
familiarijzed with many of these lessons, and are apt 
to forget that not more than fifty years ago they were 
scouted as absurd by the majority of classical scholars, 
while they have proved to be the discovery of a new 
world, or, if you like, the recovery of an old world. 

But there are many more lessons which that science 
has still in store for us. There is still much gold and 
silver to be raised by patient labor from the mines that 
have been opened. What is wanted are patient and 
honest laborers, and it is in the hope of gaining fresh 
recruits that I have ventured to invite you to listen to 
my pleading. 



THIRD LECTURE. 


THOUGHT THICKER THAN BLOOD 

I HAVE been asked the question, a very natural 
question, and one that has otten been discussed since 
the discovery of Sanskrit and since the establishment 
of a close relationship between Sanskrit. Persian, 
Greek, Latin, Russian, German, English, and Welsh — 
Does the close relationship of these languages prove a 
real relationship between the people who speak these 
languages ? 

At first sight, the answer seems very easy. As a 
negro may learn English and become, as has been the 
case, an English bishop, it would seem as if language 
by itself could hardly be said to prove relationship., 
That being so, I have always, beginning with my very 
first contribution to the Science of Language — my 
letter to Bunsen ‘On the Turanian Languages,’ pub- 
lished in 1854 — I have always, I say, warned against 
mising up these two relationship, — the relationship 
ofi language and the relationship of blood. As these 
warnings, however, have been of very little avail, I 
venture to repeat them once more, and in the very 
words which I used in the year 1854 ; — 

‘Much of the confusion of terms and indistinctness of 
prineiplesi both in ethnology and philology, is due to the 
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combined study of these heterogeneous sciences. Ethnologi- 
cal race and linguistic race are not commensurate, except 
in ante-historical times, or perhaps at the very dawn of 
history. With the migrations of tribes, their wars, their 
colonies, their conquests and alliances, which, if we may 
judge from their effects, must have been much more 
violent in the ethnic than ever in the political periods of 
history, it is impossible to imagine that ethnological race 
and linguistic race should continue to run parallel. The 
physiologist should therefore pursue his own science, 
•unconcerned about language. Let him see bow far the 
skulls, or the hair, or the color, or the skin of different* 
tribes admit of classification ; but to the sound of their 
words his ear should be as deaf as that of the ornithologist 
must be to the notes of caged birds. If his Caucasian 
race includes nations or individuals speaking Aryan 
(Greek). Turanian (Turkish), and Semitic (Hebrew) 
languages, it is not his fault. His system must not be 
altered in order to suit another system. There is a better 
solution both for his difficulties and for those of the philo- 
logist than mutual compromise. The philologist should 
collect his evidence, arrange his classes, divide and com- 
bine, as if no Blumenbach had ever looked at skulls, as 
if no Camper had ever measured facial angles, as if no 
Owen had examined the basis of a cranium. His evidence 
is the evidence of language, and nothing else ; this he 
must follow, even though it were in the teeth of history, 
physical or political. Would he scuple to call the language 
of English Teutonic, and class it with the Low-German 
dialects, because the physiologist could tell him that the 
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skull, the bodily habitat of such langfuage, is of a Celtic 
type, or because the genealogist can prove that the arms 
of the family conversing in this idiom are of Norman 
origin ? With the philologist English is Teutonic, and 
nothing but Teutonic Ethnological suggestions as to an 
early substratum of Celtic inhabitants in Britain, or 
historical information as to a Noiman conquest, will 
always be thankfully received by the philologist ; but if 
every record were burnt, and every skull pulverised, the 
spoken language of the present day alone would enable 
the philologist to say that English, as well as Dutch and 
‘Frisian, belongs to the Low-German branch— that this- 
branch, together with the High-German and Scandinavian, 
belongs to the Teutonic stock, and that this stock,, 
together with the Celtic, Slavonic, Hellenic, Italic, Iranic, 
and Indie, belongs to the Aryan family. . . . 

‘There ought to be no compromise of any 
sort between ethnological and philological science. 

It is only by stating the glaring contradictions 
between the two sciences that truth can be elicited. 
.... Ever since Blumenbach tried to establish his five 
races of men (Caucasian, Mongolian, American, Ethiopian, 
and Malay), which Cuvier reduced to three (Caucasian,. 
Ethiopean, and Mongolian), while Prichard raised them 
to seven, (Iranian, Turanian, American, Hottentots,. 
Negroes, Papuas, and Alfourous,) it was felt that these 
physiological classifications could not be brought to 
harmonize with the evidence of language . , , . This 
point was never urged with sufficient strength till at last 
Humboldt, in his Kosmos (L 353) stated it as a plain 
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fact, that, even from a physiological point of view, it is 
impossible to recognize in the groups of Blumenbach any 
true typical distinction, any general and consistent natural 
principle. From a physiological point of view, we may 
speak of varieties of man,— no longer of races, if that 
term is to mean more than variety. Physiologically the 
unity of the human species is a fact established as firmly 
as the unity of any other animal species. So much then, 
but no more, the philologist should learn from the 
physiologist. He should know that in the present state 
of physiological science it is impossible to admit more than 
one beginning of the human race. He should bear in mind 
that Map is a species, created once, and divided in none 
of its varieties by specific distinctions ; in fact, that the 
common origin of the Negro and the Greek admits of as 
little doubt as that of the poodle and the, greyhound .... 

I have made this long extract from a book written 
by me in 1854, because it will show how strongly I 
have always deprecated the mixing up of Ethnology 
and Philology, and likewise that I was a Darwinian 
long before Darwin. At that time, however* I still 
entertained a hope that the physiologist might succeed 
in framing a real classification of races, on the evidence 
of skulls, or the skin, or the hair, as the philologist has 
succeeded in framing a real classification of language, 
on the evidence of grammar. But in this hope we 
have been disappointed. Mankind has proved ob- 
streperous, it has not allowed itself to be classified. 
According to Darwin, all men form but one Sftecies, 
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and to his mind that species overlaps even the limits 
usually assigned to mankind. So far there seems to 
be at present a general agreement among physiologists. 
But all further attempts at classifying the human 
species have signally failed. Some biologists (Virey) 
have proposed two classes ; Cuvier proposed three, 
Linnaens four, Blumenbach five, Buffon six, Prichard 
and Peschel seven, Agassiz eight, Pickering eleven, 
Friedrich Midler t^velve, Bory de St. Vincent fifteen, 
Morton twenty-two, Crawford sixty, and Burke sixty- 
three.* This does not prove that all these classifi- 
cations are wrong. One of them may possibly here- 
after be proved to be right. But at present not only 
is there the most decided disagreement among the 
most eminent biologists, but some of them, and these 
men of high authority in biological science, have 
themselves given up the whole problem of classifying 
mankind on physiological grounds as utterly hopeless. 
Oscar Peschel, in his classical work ‘The Races of Man 
and their Geographical Distribution,’ sums up his con- 
clusions in the following words : ‘We must needs 
confess that neither the shape of the skull nor any 
other portion of the skeleton has afforded distinguish- 
ing marks of the human races ; that the color of the 
skin likewise displays only various gradations of 
darkness ; and that the hair alone comes to the aid 
of our systematic attempts, and even this not always, 

♦ Hora tio, Hate, Race and Language, p. 340. 
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and never with sufficient decisiveness. ...» Who then 
can presunne to talk of the immutability of racial 
types ? To base a classification of the human race on 
the character of the hair only, as Haeckel has done, 
■was a hazardous venture, and could but end as all 
-other artificial systems have ended.’ 

Nor does Pechel stand alone in this honest confes- 
sion that all classification of the human race based on 
the color of the skin, the texture of the hair, the shape 
•of the skull, has completely failed. No one has of 
late done more excellent work in ethnology than the 
indefatigable Director of the American Bureau of Ethno- 
logy, Major Powell. Yet this is what he says* : ‘There 
is a science of anthropology, composed of subsidiary 
Sciences. There is a science of sociology, which includes 
all the institutions of mankind. There is a science of 
philology, which includes the languages of mankind. 
And there is a science of philosophy, which includes 
the opinions of mankind. But there is no science of 
ethnology, for the attempt to classify mankind in groups 
has failed on every hand.’ 

The very Nestor among ethnologists, Horatio Hale, 
from whose essay on ‘Race and Language’t I have 
4argely qnoted, has, after a long life devoted to eth- 
nological and linguistic studies, arrived at exactly the 
:Same conclusion, and expressed it with the same open» 

* Science, Juae 24. 1887. 

f Popular Science BevUto, January* 1888. 
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ness, that the classification of mankind cannot be^ 
founded on color, hair, or skull, but must be founded^ 
on language. 

This is, no doubt, a great collapse. We had alii 
been brought up with a belief in a white, a yellow, a 
brown, a red, and a black race ; or, if we entered 
more deeply into the subject, we seemed perfectly- 
certain of a Caucasian, Mongolian, American, Ethio- 
pian, and Malay race. More recently, the division of 
the human race according to the texture of their hair.. 
as proposed by Haeckel and adopted by Friedrich 
Miiller in his learned work on Ethnology, was accepted^ 
by the new school of ethnologists as meeting all objec- 
tions that had been made to former classih cations.. 
Still, it is far better to confess that no satisfactory 
classification has at yet been discovered, than to- 
maintain that hair, color, and shape of skulls have 
proved real criteria of racial distinction. It does not 
follow by any means that further research may not 
bring to light a real divisor of the human race. At 
present, however, color of skin is in conflict with> 
shape of skull, and shape of skull is in conflict with 
texture of hair. What we want is a principle of 
division that shall do justice to most, if not to all, the- 
essential qualities of the varieties of man, provided 
always tliat such essential qualities can be discovered. 

Till this is done I agree with Mr. Horatio Hale 
that the most satisfactory, nay the only possible divisioa 
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of the human race, is that which is based on language. 
No one doubts that languages can be classified, and 
that the true principle of classification is their grammar. 
If some languages stand as yet apart, which hereafter 
may be proved to be related, or if other languages hnve 
not as yet been analysed at all, that does not interfere 
with the enormous area of human speech which has- 
been carefully surveyed. It is, of course, of that area 
alone that we can make any assertion, and our assertion 
is that the people who speak the same or cognate langu- 
ages may. nay must, be treated as closely related. In 
'modern times the frequent intercourse between all the 
people of the world, and the facility with which foreign 
languages may be acquired, are apt to make us look 
upon language as something, not essential, but purely 
accidental. But that was not the case in ancient times 
and though the acquisition of a foreign language may be 
accidental, language as such is not. It is language 
that makes man. Language as surely more of the es- 
sence of man than his skin, or his color, or his skull, 
or his hair. Blood, flesh, and bone are not of our true 
essence. They are in a constant flux, and change 
with every year, till at last they return to the dust. 
Our body is our uniform, very tight sometimes, 
very painful to don, very painful to doff, but still; 
our uniform only. It matters very little whether it is 
black or white. Language, on the contrary, is the- 
very embodiment of our true self. Take away lan- 
guage, and we shall indeed be mere animals, and no- 

3 
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more. And, besides that, it is language \hat binds 
individuals together into families, clans, and nations, 
and survives them all in its constant growth, thus 
■enabling us to base our classification on general and 
permanent characteristics, and not on peculiarities 
which, for all we know, may be the result of climate, 
diet, and heredity. 

There can be no doubt that in the beginning at all 
•events, the members of one family spoke one and the 
same language. When families grew into clans and 
nations, they would continue to speak the same lan- 
guage, and if colonies started from their original 
■home, they could not but carry the same language 
■with them. 

But it is objected, that in the spreading of nations 
a mixture would necessarily occur between, say, white 
and black tribes. 

No doubt it would, and it is for this very reason 
that physiological classification breaks down, while 
linguistic classification, though it becomes more diffi- 
cult, does not become impossible. After blood has 
•once become mixed, no scientific test has yet been 
•discovered for distinguishing its ingredients. No one 
•can tell, for instance, whether the offspring of a white 
man and a black woman should be classed as Cauca- 
sian or as Negro. The color may be quite white or 
•quite black, or something between the two. The 
-nose and mouth may be Nego-Iike, and yet the 
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color may be fair, and the shape of the skull and the 
texture of the hair may be Caucasian. After one or 
two generations certain varieties may either become- 
permanent, or tbey may, by the force of atavism, re- 
turn to their original type. New mixtures of mixed 
or mongrel offspring with other mongrel or with pure 
breeds will make confusion even worse confounded, 
and after hundreds and thousands of years, the very 
possibility of pure breeds may very justly be doubted. 
How then should we dare in our days to classify man- 
kind according to such variable peculiarities as color,, 
skull, or hair ? 

The case is very different with regard to languages. 
No doubt, while this social intercourse between black 
and white people takes place, the white might adopt 
some words from the black, and the black from the 
white people. But these words could nearly always 
be distinguished, as we are able to distinguish French,. 
Latin, and Greek words imbedded in English. And 
there would always remain the criterion of grammar, 
which enables us to say that English is and remains 
a Teutonic language, even though every word in an 
English sentence should be, as it often is, of Latin 
origin. 

Lastly, it should never be forgotten, that if we 
speak of Aryas, we mean no more than the speakers 
of Aryan languages. As to their color, skull, or hair, 
we neither assert nor imply anything, unless we bap- 
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'pen to know if from other sources. We may thus 
use ‘languages* as a synonym of ‘people,’ just as 
Nebuchadnezzar addressed his subjects, ‘0 people, 
nations, and languages.’ It is quite possible — in fact, 
it is almost inevitable in the constant turmoil of 
history — that the same language may come to be 
spoken by the white and the black,, or any other variety 
of man. We take that for granted, and we should 
always have to make allowance for it^ whenever we 
have to make any assertions as to the physical appear- 
ance of the Aryan or Semitic or Tutanian speakers. 
But even then there remains the fact that, whenever 
there is a mixture of language, there is at the same 
time a much greater mixture of blood ; and while it is 
possible to analyze mixed language by scientific tests, 
no tests whatever have as yet been discovered for 
analyzing mixed blood. It would be very hazardous 
to say that hereafter such tests may not be discovered, 
and that a classifications of the human race according 
to physiological peculiarities is altogether impossible. 
What I maintain is that all attempts liUTierto made 
have failed, and that if we want to classify the species 
to which we belong, we can only do it on linguistic 
grounds. 

Much fault has been found with a remark which I 
made many years ago, that the same blood runs in the 
veins of the Sepoy and of the English soldier, that they 
are brothers in blood as well as brothers-in-arras. And 
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yet, though it is difficult to prove it in every single 
'Case, all speaks in favor of supposing that the soldier 
who speaks English and the soldier who speaks Ben- 
gali, must be descended from ancestors who in far dis- 
tant times spoke the same language and shared the 
same blood. There may be Sepoys of Monglian ori- 
gin ; but though of course I did not mean them, yet the 
probability is that even they, if they have learned to 
speak an Indian vernacular, are descended from 
ancestors who intermarried with women of Aryan origin. 
As a rule, no tribe, whether conquered or conquering, 
adopts the language of the conquerors of the con- 
quered, and abstains at the same time from inter- 
marriage. And what one single marriage may pro- 
duce can easily be shown. Let there be one couple 
of a black man and a white woman, and suppose 
'they have four children, two boys and two girls. Let 
those boys and girls marry outsiders, whatever their 
'Color may be. Then, if each of these four couples has 
again four children, there would be sixteen mongrels. 
In another twenty years these sixteen might produce 
thirty two, and in another twenty years these thirty 
two might have produced a total of sixty-four mon- 
grels. If this process is carried on at the same not 
very extravagant ratio of four children to every couple, 
about six hundred years would suffice to produce a 
population 2,147,483,648 human beings, all mon- 
grels. This, I believe, is a great deal more than the 
population of the whole earth, which is said to amount 
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to no more than 1,400,000,000, If we ask what the 
language of all these people would be, the answer is 
easy- It would be the language of one of their two 
ancestors, and it need not differ from that language- 
more than the English of to-day differs from that of 
Robert of Gloucester. But however much it differed, 
we could always discover whether the grammar, the 
lifeblood of their language, was like that of the 
Negroes or like that of the Greeks. With regard to* 
color, skull, and hair, however, it would be impos- 
sible to hazard any conjecture. If the original white 
man and black woman were only varieties of a common 
type, and their color was due to climatic influences,, 
their offspring might be neither black nor white, but 
any color, — grey, brown, or red. The noses of their 
descendants might be Greek or Negro-like, their skulls- 
dolichocephalic or brachycephalic, their hair straight^, 
or curled, or tufty. 

It was necessary to enter into this subject more 
fully, because, whether from a dislike of the idea that 
the same blood might run in the veins of the Sepoy 
and of the English soldier, or from some other cause, 
the idea of an Indo-European humanity has often been 
scouted, and our ancestors have been sought for in 
every part of the world rather than somewhere in Asia. 
You will now understand in what sense Indo-European 
speech is equivalent with Indo-European race and 
how far we are justified with Nebuchadnezzar to use 
languages as synonymous with nations. 
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It may be that the practical usefulness of the lesscm 
taught us by the Science of Language, that all Aryas 
do not only speak the same tongue, but are children 
of the same parents, is at present confined to the dark 
inhabitants of India and their fair rulers who came from 
the extreme West of Europe, But in time to come the 
same lesson may revive older and deeper sympathies 
between all Indo-European nations, even between 
those who imagine that they are divided, if not by 
language, at all events by blood. 

The Celts of Ireland are Aryas, and speak to them 
only the language of the Aryan brotherhood, and 
the wild fancies of a separate Fenian blood will soon 
vanish. 

The French are Aryas, and more than that, they 
are, to a very considerable extent, Franks, and their 
veins are as full of the best Teutonic blood as thdr 
language is of the best Teutonic speech. Why should 
the French and the Germans not learn again those 
neighborly sentiments which have made the west- 
ward march of the Aryan brotherhood the triumphal 
progress of true civilization ? 

The Slaves are Aryas, and so far as they are Aryas, 
tillers of the soil (for that is the original meaning of 
the word), they have preserved some of the noblest 
features of the Aryan race. Why should they be 
taught to look upon their German neighbors as aliens 
and enemies, when they have so many interests and 
5 
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SO many duties in common ? Why should there be 
strife between their herdmeii, when they know that 
they are brethren, and there is land enough for all of 
them, on the right and on the left ? 

These may seem but idle dreams, of little interest 
to the practical politician. All I can say is, I wish it 
were so. But my memory reaches back far enough to 
make me see the real and lasting mischief for which, 
I fear, the Science of Language has been responsible 
for the last fifty years. The ideas of race and nation- 
ality, founded on language, have taken such complete 
possession of the fancy both of the young and the old, 
that all other arguments seem of no avail. 

Why was Italy united ? Because the Italian lan- 
guage embodied Italian nationality. Why was Ger- 
many united ? Because of Arndt’s song, What is the 
German’s Fatherland ? and the answer given. As far as 
sounds the Germans tongue. Why is Russia so power- 
ful a centre of attraction for the Slavonic inhabitants 
of Turkey and Germany ? Because the Russian lan- 
guage, even though it is hardly understood by Servians, 
Croatians, and Bulgarians, is known to be most closely 
allied. Even from the mere cinders of ancient dialects, 
such as Welsh, Gaelic, and Erse, eloquent agitators 
know how to fan a new, soraetinies a dangerous, 
fire. 

But if the Science of Language has encouraged 
these various national aspirations in places even where 
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separation and national independence would mean po- 
litical annihilation ; if it has called forth a spirit of sep- 
aratism, it has also another lesson to teach, that of an 
older, a higher, a truer brotherhood — a lesson too often 
forgotten, when the opposite lesson seems better to 
answer political end. As dialects may well exist by 
the side of a national speech, nay, as they, form a con- 
stant supply of life, and vigor, and homely grace to 
the classical language, so imperial rule does not ex- 
clude provincial independence, but may derive from 
the various members of a great empire, if only held 
under proper control, its best strength, its permanent 
health, and that delightful harmony which is the reward 
of all true and unselfish statesmanship. 
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And now let us return once more from the present 
and the future to the most distant past. If we are* 
all members of the great Aryan brotherhood, the 
question whence the Aryas came, and what was the 
original Aryan home, was a natural and legitimate 
subject of a scholar’s curiosity. The question was- 
asked and answered without much hesitation, though, 
of course, with a clear knowledge that the answer 
could be speculative only. Traditions among the 
South-Eastern Aryas, the Indians and Persians, might 
point to the North, the legends of North-Western 
Aryas, the Greeks and Germans, might point to the 
North or the East, as their earthly paradise ; but 
such dreams would be of little help in settling events 
supposed to have taken place two, three, it may be four 
or five thousand years before the beginning of our era. 
The only arguments, if arguments they can be called, 
or, we should rather say, the only impressions by 
which scholars were guided in giving a guess at the 
whereabouts of the cradle of the Aryan race, were first 
of all geoUgieal, and afterwards s&mi-Mstorioal. Ge- 
ology tells us that the first regions inhabitable by 
human beings were the high plateau of Pamir in the 
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Belurtagh, and the chain of the Caucasus between the 
Caspian, the Black Sea, and the Mediterranean. No 
geologist would ever think of any part of Europe as 
inhabited, or inhabitable, at the same period of time 
as these two highest points in Asia. From the same 
high plateau spring the rivers Oxus and Yaxartes, 
which would have served as guides to the West and 
the North-West, and the Indus, which would have 
served as a guide to the South-East ; the former lead- 
ing the Indo-European race to Europe, the latter to 
India. 

And when we leave these distant geological periods, 
we find again all the beginnings of what we may call 
civilised life in Asia. I say nothing of China, or 
Babylon and Assyria, of Egypt, Phenicia, and Pales- 
tine. All these countries were teeming with civilised 
life when, so far as history tells us anything, Europe 
may still have been a sheet of ica, a swamp, or a 
howling wilderness. But if we codjhhe our attention 
to the Aryas, we find them entering the land of the 
Seven Rivers, as they called the country of the 
Panjab, at a time when Europe had hardly risen 
above the horizon of legend, much less of history. 
If we claimed no more than 1000 B.C. as the date of 
that Aryan immigration into India, the language 
which they brought with them presupposes untold 
centuries for its growth. When we proceed to Media 
and Persia, we find there, too, traces of an anoint 
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language and literature, closely allied with that of 
India and we can watch how in historical times 
these Medes and Persians are brought in contact with 
an even more ancient civilisation in Babylon, in 
Egypt, and in Phenicia. When that Median and 
Persian wave rolls on to Asia Minor, and after the 
conquest of the Ionian settlements there, threatens 
to overwhelm Europe, it is repelled by the Greeks, 
whose civilisation was then of a comparatively recent 
date. And when, after the Persian wars, the stream 
of Greek civilisation flows westward to Italy, and 
from Italy overflows into Gaul and Germany, sweep- 
ing everything before it, it meets there with hardly 
any monuments of ancient growth, and with no evi- 
dence of a language more primitive than Sanskrit, or 
of a literature and religion to be compared for fresh- 
ness and simplicity with the religious literature of the 
Vedic age. 

It might h|ve been intelligible if, under these cir- 
cumstances, the cradle of the Aryan, race had been 
sought for in India or Persia, possibly even in Asia 
Minor, in Greece, or in Italy, But to place that cradle 
in the untrodden forests of Germany, , or even on the 
shores of the bleak Scandinavian peninsula, would 
seem to have required a courage beyond the reach of 
ordinary mortals. 

Yet, this feat has been accomplished by some German 
^dlinobgists, and the south coast of Sweden has actu- 
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ally been singled out as the hive from which the Aryas 
swarmed, not only into Germany, Italy, Greece and 
Armenia, but into Persia and India likewise. Scholars 
shook their heads and rubbed their eyes, but they were 
told that this counted for nothing, and that the least 
they could do was to prove that Sweden had not been 
the original home of the Aryls. Now, you know how 
difficult it is under ail circumstances to prove a 
negative ; but in this case it became doubly diffi- 
cult, because there was hardly anything adduced 
that could be disproved. There was no evidence of 
any Aryan people having lived in Sweden much 
before the time when Persia invaded Greece, and 
when the ancient Vedic religion, after a sway of 
many centuries, after long periods of a new religion, 
by Buddhism. The statement quoted as having been 
made by a defender of the Scandinavian theory, that 
the date of the Aryan migration into India was about 
the seventh century, must clearly rest on a misprint, 
and was probably meant for the seventeenth century, 
For, after all, whenever the Aryans started from 
Scandinavia, they must have been near the Indus 
about 1500 B. C., speaking Vedic, and not modern 
Buddhist Sanskrit; they must have been in Greece 
about 1000 B.C., speaking the Dorian dialect of the 
Greek branch of the Aryan stock of speech. They 
must have been in Asia Minor, speaking the Ionian 
dialect of the same Greek branch at a time early 
enough for their name of Tmma to bo quoted by the 
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author of Genesis, for their name of Yauna to be joined 
with those of Media and Armenia as provinces of 
Persia in the cuneiform inscriptions of Darius ; nay, 
possibly for the same name, under the disguise of 
Vinen^ being found in Egypt in the hieroglyphic in- 
scriptions of the fifteenth century b.C. 

These are facts that have to be accomodated, when 
we are asked to believe that the ancestors of all these 
Ary as came from Sweden, where we know of no 
traces of human life, much less of Aryan life, much 
before these very wars between Persians and lonians. 
Even then we only find hitehm middens and funeral 
barrows, and who is to tell us whether these heauz restes 
of prehistoric dinners were left by Aryas or by pre-Aryan 
hordes, and whether these silent dolichocephalic skulls 
spoke once an Aryan or non-Aryan dialect ? 

With all these palpable fact against them, it can 
hardly be supposed that the supporters of the Scan- 
dinavian theory had no arguments at all on their side. 
Yes, they had, but let us see what their strength really is. 

It has been said that Latham, who first started this 
theory, pointed out that at present the number of 
Aryas, speaking different Aryan dialects in Europe, is 
much larger than the number of Aryas in Asia, and 
that it would therefore be absurd to derive the 
majority from so small a minority. First of all, I 
doubt these linguistic statistics, even at the present 
4»y. I am not at all certain that the number of people 
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speaking Aryan dialects in Asia at the present mo- 
ment fs smaller than that of Aryan speakers in 
Europe. But at the time of which we are now speak- 
ing, say 500 B.C., when one great period of language, 
literature, and religion had already come to an end in 
India, the population of the North of Europe and of 
Scandinavia was of the scantiest, and even if they were 
Aryas, and not Basks, or Laps, or Fins, their number 
■ would have been a mere nothing compared with the 
enormous number of Aryas at that time living in 
India, and Persia, and Asia Minor. How then these 
Aryas who composed their Vedic hymns on the banks 
of. the Seven Rivers between 1500* and 1000 B. c., 
should have migrated from Sweden, passes my under- 
* standing. 

A stronger argument that has been adduced in 
favour of Sweden being the cradle, of the Aryan race, 
is a passage from Jordanes, or Jornandes, as he is 
■commonly called. At all events we have here some- 
thing tangible that can be handled, that can be proved 
-or disproved. It is said that Jordanes has preserved 
the ancient tradition that Sweden was ‘the mann- 
factory of people,' the offieina gentium, as he ex- 
pressed it. 

Before we quote an authority, our first duty is to 
find out who he was and what means of knowledge 
he possessed. Now Jordanes lived about 550 A. D, 
He was originally a notary in Bulgaria, and became 
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afterwards a monk, possibly in Ravenna. He wrote a* 
book De rebus Getieis et De origine aotuque Gttieae- 
gentis, which is chiefly based on a lost work of Cas-- 
siodorus, the friend and adviser of Theodoric* on- 
Orosius, and on similar authorities. He himself is a 
most ignorant and uncritical writer. Besides that, he- 
writes with an object, namely to magnify the Gothic - 
race and bring it somehow in connection with Troy 
and the fabulous ancestors of the Romans.* He cer-- 
tainly, whether rightly or wrongly, believed that the- 
Gothic and other German tribes among whom he had' 
lived on the Danube, came from the north, and from i 
Sweden. He therefore called the island of Seancia ‘or 
Soundm the offioina gentiumt,'\ the manufactory of peo-- 
pies. But by these peoples he clearly understood the 
Teutonic tribes, who had overrun the Roman Empire,. 
The idea that other nations, such as Romans, or 

ft 

Greeks, or other Aryas could have come from Sweden 
would probably have completely staggered his weak 
mind. 

On such evidence then we are asked to believe 
that tradition had preserved in the year 550 A. D. 
some recollection of the original migration of the 
Aryas from Sweden, say 500 B. C. Poor Jordanes 
himself never dreamt of this, and a theory must 

♦ Jordanes, cap. 9. and 20. 

t Ex hao igitnr Soanoia insula, quasi offioina gentium, aut 
uerte velut vagma naticmum, oum rege suo Berioh Gotbi quondam^ 
i&emoiautur ^egressL , ^ ' 
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indeed be very near drowning to grasp at such a- 
straw. 

What would the upholders of the Scandinavian: 
theory say, if loe appealed to the famous legend of 
Odin’s migration from Asia in support of the Asiatic 
origin of the Aryas in Europe ? And yet that legend, 
meets us only a century later than Jordanes, namely,, 
in Fredegar, 650 A. D., and then grows from century 
to century till we find it fully developed in the 
Heimskringla and the Prose Edda in the thirteenth 
century, nay, believed in by certain scholars of the 
present day. 

If we reason soberly, all we can say is that the 
separation between the South-Eastern branch of the 
Aryan family, the Hindus and Persians, and the 
North-Western branch, the Germans, Celts, Slavs,. 
Greeks, and Italians, cannot be proved to have taken, 
place in Europe, because at that early time we know 
absolutely nothing of Europe being inhabitable or 
inhabited by any race, whether Aryan or non-Aryan. 
The angle from which these two streams of language 
might have started points to Asia, and points to that 
very locality where geologists tell us that human life 
became possible for the first time, the high plateau of 
Pamir, or rather the valleys sloping down from it. 
towards the South. 

We can construct a picture of the life of these as 
yet undivided Aryas from the words which the North- 
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<em and Southern Aryan languages share in common, 
•and all the salient features of that picture fit in with 
the picture which recent travellers have given us of 
the neighbourhood of Pamir. Let us examine a few 
■jof them. 

We are told that the climate is cold, the winter 
long, and that there is plenty of ice and snow. We 
should therefore expect that the Aryas, before they 
left that neighbourhood, should have formed names 
for snow and winter, and that these names should 
have been preserved in both branches of the Aryan 
family. And so it is. We find in Sanskrit the same 
words for snow and winter as in Greek, Latin, and 
German. This proves at all events that the original 
home of the Aryan language could not have been a 
tropical climate, for there snow and ice being unknown, 
names for snow and ice would not be wanted. 

Snow is sniisJi in ancient Persian, snaivs in German, 
nix in Latin. Winter was h ^ m a n in Sanskrit, 
in Greek, Jiiems in Latin, zima in Slavonic. Ice is 
i s i in Zend, is in Old High German. 

The most common tree in Northern Kohistan are 
the pine, the birch, and the oak. One of these trees, 
the birch, has the same name in Sanskrit and in 
English. Birch in English is b h u r ^ a in Sanskrit. 
The names of the other trees exist in the South and 
the North, and must therefore have been known be- 
fore the Aryan separation ; but their meaning varies. 
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The word which in Sanskrit is used for tree and 
wood in general, d r u, appears in Greek as Spvs,. 
meaning tree, but especially the oak. In German 
triu is likewise used for tree in general, but in Celtic 
daur means the oak, while in Lituanian ^rm has 
become the special name for fir. We see a similar 
change of meanings in another name for oak, the Latin 
quercui. The same word appears in Lombardian as 
fereha, and in the A. S. furh, the English fir. The 
beech has not a common name in Sanskrit and Greek, 
whatever the defenders of the Scandinavian theory 
may say to the contrary. They mistook the name of 
the birch for that of the beech, and, more than that 
they assigned a wrong habitat to the beech. 

One of the strongest, if not the strongest argument, 
against the Asiatic origin of the Aryas has always 
been that there are no common Aryan names for lion, 
and tiger, and camel, in their ancient language, while 
there are common names for swine, sheep, ox, dog, 
and horse. First of all, this reasoning is not correct. 
We may safely conclude, when we find the same 
words in Sanskrit on one side and in Greek and 
Latin on the other, that these words existed before 
these languages separated, and that therefore the 
objects signified were known. But we cannot con- 
clude with the same safety that because the same 
words do not exist in these languages, therefore the 
objects signified by them could not have been known. 
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Words are constantly lost and replaced. It does not 
follow, for instance, that the Ary as, before they sepa- 
rated, were ignorant of the use of fire, because the 
Sanskrit word for fire, a g ni, is not to be found in 
'Greek. It is replaced in Greek by vvp, but in Latin 
Though the positive argument is irresistible, the 
negative argument has always to be used with great 
-caution. But the latest traveller in Kohistan, M. de 
UjfaJvy,* tells us that even the zoological foundation 
of this argument about lion and tiger is wrong, and 
that these wild beasts are not to be found in those 
-cold regions where the home of the Aryas is most 
likely to have been. The fact therefore that the 
Southern and Northern Aryan languages have not the 
same names for lion and tiger, so far from being 
against us, is in perfect harmony with the theory 
that the original home of the Aryas was on the slopes 
of the mountains which form the junction between 
the Hindukush and the Karakorum chains, what may 
be called NorthernKohistan. 

I call it a theory, for I do not see how it can ever 
?be more than a theory. It was in order to guard 
against useless controversy that I have always con- 
fined myself to the statement that the Aryan home 
was ‘somewhere in Asia.’ This has been called a 

* ^a^edUfon aoientifiqua Frcmttaise m B ussie, Siberia et 
JFwrhiMm, pat Ob. E, D' Ujfalvy de Mezo-Kovesd, Paris, 1878, 
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’Vague and unsatisfactory conclusion* ; but all who 
-are familiar with these studies know perfectly well 
•what it meant. No one would suspect me of deriv- 
ing the Aryas from India, Persia, or Asia Minor, nor 
from Burma, Siam, China, Mongolia, and Siberia, 
tfior from Arabia, Babylon, Assyria, or Phenicia, 
Then what remains ? Not much more than that high 
Plateau from which the Himalaya chain branches oflf 
toward the south-east, the Kuen-lUn chain towards 
the east, the Karakorum towards the west, and the 
Hindukush towards the south-west the region drained 
■by the feeders of the Indus, the Oxus, and Yaxartes. 
That is still a sufficiently wide area to accommodate 
the ancestors of our Aryan race, particularly if we 
remember in how short a time the offspring of one 
.single pair may grow into millions. 

This question has now been so fully discussed, 
and so splendidly summed up by a Dutch scholar, a 
Jesuit, worthy of the name and fame which that order 
once possessed in ■ literature and science, Van den 
Gheynt, that I hope we shall4iear no more of Sweden 
as the cradle of the Aryas. It would be best, per- 
haps, to accept a proposal made in the interest of 
peace by my learned friend and fellow worker, Pro- 
fessor Sayce, who thinks that he might be able to 
persuade all ethonologists to use the name Aryas in a 

♦ See Horatio Hale, ‘The Aryaua in Science and History*’ 
in The Popular Science Monthly, for Maroih., 1889, p. 673. 
t L'Origim europienne dtr Aryat, P»ri« 1889. 
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ptBfely physiological sense, and to restrict it to the 
dolichocephalic people, with blue eyes and blondeu' 
hair, regardless of the language they speak. Whether 
all people with blue eyes and golden hair in Greece 
Mid Italy, in the Caucasus, in Peisia, and in Central 
Asia, have come from Scandinavia, ethnologists would 
then have to settle among themselves ; but we should 
at all events have peace within our borders. Aryan 
is a mere adjective, which we could well spare. We 
should then retain the old classical name of Arya for 
those people who brought the numerous varieties of 
Aryan speech from Asia to Europe; whose thought 
still runs in our thoughts, as their blood may run in 
out veins — our true ancestors in spirit and in truth, 
whether their heads were long, their eyes blue, and. 
their hair golden, or whether their heads were roUEd,. 
their eyes darkr and their hair black. 


And here I must conclude my plea for the Study 
of the Science of Language, I hope I have shown 
you that it really is a di^race for any human being 
to go through ilife without some knowledge of what 
language is and what it has done for us. There are 
certain things which are essential to education — not 
only reading, writing, add arithmetic, but a general 
knowledge of the earth on which we live (Geology and 
Gtt^myhy); of the sky and the stars which tell us of 
infinite law and order above [Astronomy) ; of the great 
men who have made the world what we fouud it (Mb- 
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tory ) ; and of some of the greatest men who have told 
us what this world ought to be (Eeligion and PUloio* 
phy), I add to these the Science of Language whiehr 
better than anything else, teaches us what we really 
are. You have only to try to imagine what this world 
would be, if it were inhabited by speechless beings, m 
order to appreciate the full importance of knowing 
what language really is to us, and how much we owe 
to language in all we think, and speak, and do. 

It is quite true that life is too short for any human 
being to gain a thorough knowledge of these funda- 
mental subjects. But life is not too short to allow us 
to gain a sound knowledge of the general outline of 
these subjects, and of the r^lts that have been gar- 
nered up in some of oUr best school-books and manuals. 
And this is particularly true with regard to the 
Science of Language. As I said in a former lecture, 
we all I cUn play at least one language, many' in these 
days even know two or three. We therefore pc^ess 
the facts ; we have only to digest ; to classify, and to 
try to understand them. 
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It has often been said that no one can know any 
thing of the Science of Language who does not know 
Sanskrit,; and that that is enotigh to frighten anybody 
stway iroha its study. But, first of all, to learn San- 
skrit in these days is not toore difficult than to learn 
Greek or Latin. Secondly, though a knowleidge of 
Sanskrit may be essendal to e^'Ory student who wishes 
to do independent work, and really to advance the 
Science of Lauguage, it is not so for those who 
^EUpiy to learn what has been hitherto dis- 

rsovered^ It was necessary for those Who laid the foun* 
datlotts of our Science to study as many langnages as 
possible, in ordar to find out their general relation- 
ship. Men like Bopp and Pott had to acquire some 
knowledge of Sanskrit, .Z^end, Gothic, Lituanian, Old 
Slavonic, Celtic, Armenian, Georgian, Ossetian, He- 
brew, Arabic, and Ethiopian, to say; nothing of lan- 
guage outside the pale of the Aryan and the Semitic 
lamiii^. Their work in consequence was often rough, 
and it could hardly have been otherwise. When that 
rough work had been done, it was easy enough to 
proceed to more minute and special work. But it 
seems unfair, if not absurd, to find fault with pioneers 
like Bopp and Pott, because some of their views have 
been proved to be mistaken, or because they exaggef- 
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ated the impottanqe of Sanskrit for a sucxjessful study 
of Comparative Philology » Without Sanskrit we 
should never have had a Science of Language ; that 
seetnF admitted even by the extreme Left After the 
^tudy of Sanskrit had once led to the discov^y of a 
new world, it was but natural that the land should fee 
divided and sub-divided, and that each scholar should 
cultivate his own special field. Thus Grimm chose 
the German languages for his special domain, Mick- 
losich the Slavonic, Zeuss the Celtic, Curtins Greek, 
Corssen Latin. There came, in fact, a reaction, and 
we were told at last that Sanskrit had nothing more to 
teach us. Not long ago Manchester, which has taken 
the lead in so many important movements, informed 
the world through the Times that the long-planned 
revolution had at last been successful* that Saissfeiit 
was dethroned, that its ministers had been guillotined, 
.-and a new claimant had been installed, who had been 
tn hiding in Finland, The Aryan language was a 
mere bastard of Finnish ! Howev^, when the real 
sources of this mfcrmation had been discovered, 
|)anic soon came to an end, and scholars Worked on 
•quietly as before, each in his own smaller or larger 
feld, unconcerned about the ptontmmmmios of the 
,, Manchester ox any otb'er new school. ' If,, the reb^- 
iion meant no more than that Sanskrit had been shown 
to be the elder sister only, and not the mother of the 
othio: Aryan languages, then I am afraid that I myself 
must be counted 'among the oldest rebels. If it meant 
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tiiAfc the students of Comparative Philology could hence- 
forth dispense altogether with a knowlege of Sans- 
krit, then I feel sure that by this time the mistake 
has been found out, and Sanskrit has been restored to 
its legitimate throne,, as prima inter fares among the 
members of the Aryan republic. 

It used to be said for a time that even the ABC 
bf Sanskrit was extremely, deficient and misleading, 
and that the system of the Aryan vowels in particular 
was far more ' perfect m Greek and German than in 
Sa&skrti Sianskrit, we were told, has written signs 
for the three short vowels only, S t, u not for short 
# and 5* rt was declared to be a very great blemish 
that the two vowels ^ and d, which existed in the prim- 
itive Aryan speech, had been lost in Sanskrit. If, 
however, they were lost in Sanskrit, that, according 
to the laws of logic, would seem to show that Sanskrit 
also formerly possessed them, and possibly found 
tihat it c^uld do without them. The same spirit of a 
wise economy may be observed in the historical pro- 
gress of every language. 

But it ha&cow hteen xecc^ised that, from a gram- 
matical point of view, the Sanskrit System of vowels 
is really far more true than that of Greek , German, or 
any other Aryan language. It seems to me altogether 
wrong, whatever the highest authorities may say to 
the contrary, to maintain that the Aryan languages 
began witti five and «H>t with four short vowels. 
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The Aryan. IftogB'ages possessed from the begin- 
tiing po inore than the WeJl known fow fuadamental 
vowels, namely 4, «, the invariable n, and the variable 
vowel, which changes between #, o ; and rarely L 
There are ever so many roots which diflPer fricmi each 
ot^r by having eitha: a, t, % or that fourth vadaMe 
sound ; there are no roots that differ in meaning by 
having either a, e, or o as their radical* Hence (a), 
c, o represent one fundamental vowel only ; they are 
grammatical variations of one common type.^ 


If we represent roots, as in Hebrew, by their cm- 
sonants only, then we have in the Aryan language a 
root consisting of D and H. With the radical vowel 
*, that root DIH means to knead, with the radical 
vowel u the root HUH means to milk. Wit^ the 
third or variable voWel, the root DaH means to burn, 
ahd it mny appear in certain grammatical derivations 
as DctH, DeH, or DoH. We never find a root DaH 
by the side of a root DeH, or a root DeH by the side 
of the root DoH. What we find, and what has iwt 
yet been explained, is that certain roots show a de- 
cided predilection for or for o- 


Here then we see how right Sanskrit grammariais 
Were in admitting only four, and not five fundamehtal 
voVvek, ' 'though it nnght , have been ' better if they, hflA', 
in writing also distinguished between the invariable 


♦ I ustt a for th.e invariable a ; a, «, o, for the variable voweL 
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a. of A6?, and the variable a of BHaR: Whether the 
variable vowel was in Sanskrit also pronounced differ- 
ently in different grammatical forms, we cannot tell, 
because in Sanskrit that variable vowel in the body- 
of a word is n^var writtem There are indications,, 
however, in the changes produced in preceding con- 
sonants, which seem to speak in favour of such a. 
view* 

And nowhere has the importance of a knowledge 
of Sanskrit been Shown more clmrly than in the ex- 
pianation of these very vowel-changes, in Greek and 
German. Why the variable vowel appears as a, e, a> 
or disappears altogether, why the second and third 
radiipal vowels are weakened or strengthened in the 
same way, remained a perfect mystery, till the key 
was found in the system of accentuation, preserved in 
the Vedic Sanskrit, and nowhere else.^^ 

But although in this, as in many other cases,. 
Samkrit betrays more of the ancient secrets of lan- 
guage than (^reek or Latin or German, there is plenty 
work, and most important work, to be done in 
every language, nay in evmy dial^fe, for which we 
want no direct aid from Sanskrit. Some of the most 
brdliant discoveries in the Science of Language have 

* U ^ ft i t a in Sanskrit means high, sun d Etta not-high, 
OxigioaUy the u d 1 1 1 a sytlablh repiea«hited wlmt we now c all 
Eli<Atnfkrf», the a ri ti d a 1 1 a TUfetnfe, at least during the period 
aoeoat smeaat .as' yet ‘iMMieal 
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lately been made by students of Teutonic philology. 
The worK begun in that sphere by Grimm and Scherer 
has been carried on without any flagging by Frckr 
Schmidt, Sievers, Osthoff, Collitz, Brugmann, and 
Others in Germany, by De Saussure in France, by 
Ascoii and Merlo in Italy. The same work has be» 
taken up with renewed ardour in England, where 
Ellis, Morris, Sweet, Skeat, Napier, Douse, and others 
have done most excellent work, and made valuable 
additions to our inherited stock of knowledge. 

Many more labourers, however, are wanted to cul* 
tivate this field of English scholarship. Thousands, 
as you know, have come forward to gather hooey and 
bring it into the beehive at Oxford, where a Dictionary 
of the English Language is prepared which, when 
finished, need not fear comparison with 'the.dfetfe®*- 
aries of ' either Grimm or LittrL But 'their Ss luttch 
more work to be done in Which other thousands might 
help, such as collecting spoken dialects, watching 
local pronunciation, gathering old proverbs, writing 
down with phonetic accuracy popular stories and 
poems, as repeated by old grannies and young children. 
If among some of my hearers to-day I have succeeded 
in raising an interest in language in general, and in 
kindling a love for their own language in partietdatj, 
and if that interest and love will bear fruit, however 
small, — but nothing is too small in the eyes of a con- 
scientious scholar, — then I shall feel amply rewarded 
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for having stayed here to attend your Meeting, which, 
I hope, may henceforth become a permanent institution 
in the educational system of our country. 
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In writing my book, “On the Science of Thought,”! 
my chief object was to collect all the facts which 
seamed to me to bear on the identity of language and 
Ihought I sifted them, and tried to show in what 
direction their evidence pointed. But , as I imagined 
myself as addressing a ver^ small special jury, it seemed 
to me unnecefssaay, and almost disrespectful, to bring 
any pressure to bear on them, except the pressure in- 
herent in facts. I, therefore, did not avail myself as 
fully as I might otherwise have done, of the man3r 
witnesses that I could have brought into court to sup- 
port by their authority the truth of the theory which I 
propounded. I mentioned, indeed, their names, but 
I did not call upon them to speak for me or for them- 
selves. The fact is, that I did not expect that publio 
opinion at large could, at the present moment, he 
very much ihter^ted in a question which had been 

* Beprktted with the consent of publishers and author from 
the Contemporary Review, Vol. LIV. 

t "The Science of Thought, ; Longmans & Go, 1807. "Throe 
Introductory Lectures on the Science of Thought, delivered at 
the Boyal Institution,’ ‘ with an Appendix, which contains a 
Correspondence on ‘'Thought Without Words," between F. Max 
Muller, Francis Galbon, the Duke of Argyll, George J. Bomaues, 
and others : The Open Court Pub. Oo„ Chicago, III,, and Leng- 
xnaus & Co„ Loudon. ISSS, 
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discussed many times before, but which, as far as I. 
could see, was by nearly all living poilcffiophers, par- 
ticularly by those in this country, answered in a direc- 
tion diametrically opposed to that which I, following 
the lead of the greatest philosophers of antiquity, of 
the middle ages, and of more modern times, oon-- 
sidered the right one. I know how long I myself, 
living under the influence of prevailing systems of 
philosophy, had hesitated to give up the old belief 
that language, is a product of thought ; that thought 
must always come first, language after ; that thought 
is independent of language, and that the Greeks were 
great bunglers when they called language and thought 
by one and the same name, Logon. A long life, de- 
voted to the study of philology and philosophy, was. 
necessary before I could free myself of the old words. 
— that is, the old thoughts—and cease to treat language 
as one thing and thought as another. Much astronomi- 
cal observation was required before people could 
persuade themselves that their evening star was the 
same as their morning star,^ and much linguistic ob- 
servation will have to be performed before anybody 
will see clearly that our language is really our thought, 
and our thought our language. 

But though I was quite prepared that the verdict 
of Hviug philosophers would, for the present at 
be adverse to my theory, I was not prepared to find 

* See, however, "Hibbert Leoturea," by Sayoe, pp. 25S, 261. 
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nearly all my criUcs under the impression that this 
^theory of the identity of thought and language was 
-quite a novel theory, something quite unheard of — in 
fact, a mere paradox. This showed the same want of 
historical knowledge and fact which surprised so 
•many philosophers in Germany and France at the 
time of the first appearance of Darwin’s book “On 
"the Origin of Species.” Most of the leading reviews 
.in England seemed to consider the theory of evolil- 
tion as something quite novel, as a kind of scientific 
(heresy, and they held Darwdn personally responsible 
-for it, whether for good or for evlL Darwin himself 
(had I at last to protest against this misapprehension, to 
pomt Out the long succession of the advocates of 
'evolution, from Lucretius to Lamarck and Oken, and 
to claim for himself what he really cared for, a legiti- 
.mate place in the historical evolution of the theory of 
‘evolution. 

In G^many and France the doctrine of the iden- 
‘tity of lingnage and thought has at once been recog- 
nized as an old friend, as a theory that had almost 
been battered to pieces in former historical conflicts, 
-but which, like the theory of evolution, might well 
‘-claim for itself a new hearing on account of the im- 
mense accumulation of new material, chiefly due to 
-the study of the science of language during the present 
and the past generations. I myself, so far from pr©- 
‘i^tanding to propound a new philosophy, thought it 
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right to point out how some of the greatest philoso- 
phers have held to the same theory, though without 
being able to support it by the important evidence 
supplied by the study of comparative philology, or to 
perceive quite clearly all the consequences which must 
flow from it. It seemed certainly strange that a theory 
which was, to mention more recent philosophers oaly^ 
accepted without any misgivings by such men as- 
Herder,"^ Schleiermacher, W. von Hnmboldt, Schel- 
ling, and Hegel, in Germany ; by Hobbes, Archbishops 
Whately, and Mansel, in England ; by Abelard, Be 
Bonald, De Maistre, and Taine, in France; and by 
Rosmini in Italy, should have been treated as a com- 
plete novelty, or as a mere philological mare’s nest, 
by men who stand in the foremost ranks of philosophers 
in England. 'What should we say if our best scientific 
reviews shrank from the theory of the homogeneity 
of light,'' heat, and magnetism as an unheard': of dfio- 
velty, or' ''as a mere scientific paradox ? B'ut such has 
nevertheless been the attitude of some of the best phi- 
losophical journals in England, in discussing, or rather 
in declining to discuss, the identity of langwge and 
thought, which in ray ‘^Science of Thought’ * I triad 
to support, chiefly by the evidence brought together 
during the last fifty years by the Science of Language. 

If may be useful, therefore, to look back, in order 
tP s<» what form our problem had assumed before the 

• ‘'Science of Thougt," pp. 30, 129, 
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Science of Language had thrown new light upon it. 
In France this problem of the identity of language 
.and thought has always remained on the order of the 
■ day. The controversy between Nominalism and Re- 
alism has left there a far deeper impression than in 
England^ and it has not been forgotten that one of 
the principal tenets of the Nominalists was that our 
-knowledge of universals consisted entirely in words. 
It was Condillac (1715-1780) and his school in the 
‘last century who gave new life to this old controversy, 
though Ms weE-knoWn dictum;, “Nous ne pensons 
► qu’avec les mots,'’ went certainly beyond the point 
•which had been reached by the older Nominalists,* 
‘The question is what he meant by pemer, and if penser 
■meant, as it does according to Condillac, no more 
.ihoi it would not be difficM to prove that apt 

#only sensation, but also imagination, can take place 
' without language. We must define what we mean by 
before we can understand its identity with 
Tfthguage* It was Rousseau (1712-1778) who at once 
perceived the wealc (point in CondElac’s statemmt, 
.He saw that, if we used the name of thought for all 
-mental work, we ought to distinguish between at least 


* "Qa'estoeati fond quo la riialibe qu'une idle abstmibe et 
■ gimirale a dans notre esprit ? Oe n'esb qu'un nona. . . . Les 

•idtios absiaraibes ne sont done que dea donominations. ... Si 
nous n'avions point de denomiaations, noas u'aurions point d'ideea 
, absbraibes. notia n'aorions n genres ni especes, nous ne pourriops 
araisonner sur rien*^* (Condillac, ^'Loglque,** liiine, partie, chap, r.) 
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two kinds of thought, thought in images, and thought 
in words. As a poet and as a dreamer Rousseau was 
naturally aware how often we are satisfied with images ; 
that is to say, how often we indulge in mere imagina- 
tion and call it thinking. And though it is quite true 
that with us who are so saturated with language there 
are few images which on closer examination turn out 
to he really anonymous, yet we cannot deny the pos- 
sibility of such mental activity, and are bound to ad- 
mit it, particularly in the earlier periods of the develop- 
ment of the human mind. It is this kind of thought 
which has been often claimed for animals also.* 
Rousseau therefore remarks, very justly, “Lorsque 
J’imagination s^arrete, I 'esprit ne mtarche qti’4 faide 
du discours,” ‘'When imagination stops, the mind 
•does not advance except by means of language/’t 

' De,BbBaM,'''*De i'Origioe du Lao,giia^e>" p. &f i '"Lob ferctt-es, 
.qiTii ^pxoniveab les besoios. reooiv^fc ausai i«« iioages dea 

•objeoba qua I'ibatinot de leur eoBveroatoi iiSt 4 fmir ou a 

oberober, et n'ont bosoia de langage. E'enlant, qiji |>a8 
renoore, le mueb qui ue parlem jaraals, ee ft*ab auset dca iiuaAfea de* 
.chossa sensibles, eb la parole ates»eai''o pour la vie morale e# 
ine best pas da tub iloila Vito pbyaiqtie." 

f De Boaald, loo df. p. 65, remarks : “0© qoi veal dire qm cm, 
nepmb qa*©a P*rol**' l'<K«qa*op pe pease .pae 

d^images'.*' , H^ler e-jcpretsod alm'owb febe aaixte, wIksp 
be said : **Iba assaeVib anima aigais pbi, ub mera per ejgma eogiWt 
•ac sonoram vssbigla sola omoiom. rei?ttm repraeaeaba tiones aoecEtae 
offerant, rarioribus exempiia weepbit, qaando afiFeobaa aJilqais 
omaginein ipaana revooat.” 
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But, even supposing that our modern philosophers 
should treat Condillac and Rausseau as ancient and 
forgotten worthies, surely they must have heard of 
Dugald Stewart in Scotland 1(1753-1828), of De Bonald 
(1754-*1840| aud De Maistre (1754-1821) in France. 
Now, Dugald Stewart was not ashamed to teach what 
the Nominalists had taught before him — namely that, 
for the pnrpose of thinking three things are necessary ; 

and toarife. If Dugald Stewart had 
not persuaded himself that Sanskrit was a mere for- 
gery of the Brahmans, he might have learnt a new 
lesson — namely, that all our Words, even those which 
we call singular, are derived from general concepts, in 
so far as they must be traced back to roots embodying 
general concepts. This discovery, however, was re- 
served for later comers. In the meantime, men like 
De Bonald and De Maistre in France did not allow 
the old argument to sleep, ; But curiously enough, 
while formerly the idea of the identity of thought and 
language was generally defended by philosophers of 
the type of Hobbes, by the supporters of sensualistic 
theories who derive all our knowledge from the im- 
pressions of the senses and their spontaneous associa- 
tions, we have in De Bonald and De Maistre men of 
the very opposite stamp — orthodox, almost mystic phi- 
losophers, who nevertheless make the identity of thought 
and language the watchword of their philosophy. It 
is true that even Bossuet (1627-1704) inclined in the 
same direction. In his famous treatise, “De la Con- 
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naissance de Dieu et de soi-meme,” he allows that we 
can never, or, with the usual proviso of week-kneed 
philosophers, hardly ever, think of anything without 
its name presenting itself to us. But De Bonald went 
far beyond this, as will be seen frona the following 
extracts : — * 

In his treatise on the origin of language he says :: 
“There was geometry in the world, before Newtcm, 
and philosophy before Descartes, but before language 
there was absolutely nothing but bodies and thek 
images, because language is the necessary instrument 
of every intellectual operation — nay, the means of 
every moral existence,”! He puts the same idea into 
more powerful, though at first sight somewhat per- 
plexing language, when he says : “Man thinks his 
word before he speaks his thought, or, in other words^ 
man cannot speak hi's thought without thiukmg hfe 
word.”! 

De Maistre, who belongs to the .^me school as De 

I 

Bonald, and whose ultimate conclusions I should feel 
most unwilling to adopt, shows, neverthele®, the 
same clear insight into the nature of language. Thus 
he writes : “The question of the origin of ideas is the 

* (Euvres de M. de Bonald, "Racheroliea PldlcwopWg^aes soa: 
les Premiera Ob jets des Oonnaiasanees Morales*'* Bark. ISSS, 

f J&oc. ca#. p. 73. 

I Lop^ dt, p. 64 ; '‘L'bomme pense sa parole a\^nt de partw 
ea peasSe ; no autfement, bbtaiuitts ne pent parUr sa pensCe saos 
penser sa parole." 

7 
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same as the question of the origin of language ; for 
thought and language are only two magnificent syno- 
nyms. Our intellect cannot think nor know that it thinks 
without speaking, because it must say, ‘I know.”* 

And again : “It is absolutely the same thing 
whether one asks the definition, the essence, or the 
name of an object ! f. -In one word, there is no 
word which does not represent an idea, and which is 
not really as correct and as true as the idea, because 
thought and language do not differ essentially, but 
represent the same act of the mind, speaking either 
to himself or to others. 

I say once more that I am the last person to follow 
these FreotOh philosophers to their last conclusions. 
ThOT object is to show that language, being what it 
ts cannot have been a human invention, but mu^ 
have been a divine revelation. § ^ I quote them here 

* "SoirSes de St. Peterdiourg," i, p, 73. 

f hoc. cit, i. p. 185. 

X Loo. ci^. i. p. 181. ^ 

§ “Si I'expresBioo ©at nSoessaire, non-sealemant a la prodaotion 
de HdSe on & sa pgrSlatioa ext^nre, mais encore a aa oonoeption 
dttMS notre |Wopre es prit ; o^eat-l-dire, si I 'idee ne peat §tre presente 
& notre ^^rit ni prisentS a Pesprit des autres que par la parole 
orale on eorite : le language est nScossaire, on tel que la sooiete n'a 
pu, dans auoun tOEns, exister swas le laugage, pas plus que I'homme 
n‘tt pu ei^ter bora de la «om©t3» L^homtua n'a done pas iuveute 
le lang8ge,.,......LangoeB8itS de la r&v^ation primitive du langage a 

dgfendue dans P Bnqifmlop^it par le savaut et vertueux 
Beeuasie. Ubarli Bonnet et Hugh Blair entreat dans le m@ma 
mntiment.'f — D b Bokai«d, loc. r«. p. V99. 
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as representative men only, and as showing how fa- 
miliar the idea of the identity of thought and language 
was on the Continent during the first half of our cen- 
tury — 'an idea which, by some of the most prominent 
philosophers in England, has been treated as an un- 
heard-of pradox. 

Of course it may be said that De Bonald, and De 
Maistre too, are ancient history ; that the first half of 
this century was a mistake, and that true and positive 
philosophy dates only from the second half of our 
century. But even then, those who wish to take part 
in the discussion of the great problems of philosophy 
ought to know that the question of the identity of 
language and thought has never to the present day 
been neglected by the Leading philosophers of Ger- 
many and France, Let us take one, who has not 
only proved himself most intimately acquainted with 
the most recent schools of philosophical thought in 
England, but has often been claimed as a disciple of 
Stuart Mill — let us take M. Taine, and what do we 
find, in his- great work, “De I’lntelligence,” first pub- 
lished in 1870 ? Without the slightest hesitation, 
without any fear that what he says could sound 
strange to well-schooled philosophical ears, or be 
taken for mere paradox even by the outside public, he 
writes!* — 

^ Loo. ctl. ir p, 88. 
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'‘What we call a general idea is nothing but a 
name ; not the simple sound which vibrates in the air 
and sets our ears in motion, nor the assemblage of let- 
ters which blacken the paper and touch our eyes — not 
even these letters apprehended mentally, or the sound 
pf them mentally rehearsed, but that sound and those 
letters endowed, as we perceive or imagine them,, 
with a twofold character, first of producing in us the 
images of individuals belonging to a certain class, and 
of these individuals only ; secondly, of reappearing' 
every time when an individual of that class, and only 
when an individual of that same class, presents itself 
to our memory or our perception.*' 

And again :t — 


"Hence arise curious illusions. We believe we 
possess, besides our general words, general ideas j. 
we distinguish between the idea and the word ; the 
idea seems to us a separate act, the word being an 
acEdliary only* We actually compare the idea and the 
image; and we say that the idea performs in another 
sphere the same office in presenting to us general ob- 
which the image performs in presenting to us 
iniiV'ld«ials.,..«.Such is the first of our psychologi- 
cal illasions, and what we call our consciousness 
swarms with them. The false theories arising from 
them are as complicated aa they are numerous. Tiiejr 


t jDoo, i. p. ©B. 
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obstruct all science, and only when they shall have 
been swept away will science become simple again." 

I could go on quoting passage after passage from 
M. Taine’s work, and I may say, with regard to him 
too, that, though accepting his facts, I by no means 
accept all the conclusions he draws from them. I 
agree with him that word and idea are but two names 
for the same thing. I agree with him, when he, like 
Locke, shows the impossibility of animals ever reach- 
ing the intellectual level of language, for the simple 
reason that they cannot reach the level of general 
ideas. But I differ from him when he thinks that the 
origin of language and the original formation of words 
can be explained by watching the way in which a child 
of the present day acquires the use of a language 
ready made, though even here our opinions are by 
no means so far apart as he imagines. We are .ad- 
eemed with different problems, but we agree, at all 
events, as to the manner in which these problems 
ought to be treated, not by mere assertion and coun- 
ter-assertion, but by a comprehensive study of 
and by a careful exaraination of the opinions of those 
who came before us. 


The uuhistorical treatment of philosophy, I# 
which some English philosophers have bmi of late' 
frequently, and, i think, justly,, ra^^^nded, 
far rn/one serious consequmce than might he ima- 
l admit it gives a oeriate freshness and Itveli- 
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ness to philosophical discussions. Completely new 
ideas, or ideas supposed to be new, excite, no doubt,, 
greater enthusiasm, and likewise greater surprise and 
indignation. But life, nay, even history, would be too* 
short, if we were always to begin again where Thales, 
Aristotle, or Descartes began, or if the well-known 
resrdts of Kant’s “Critique of Pure Reason” were 
published to the world as the most recent discoveries 
of synthetic philosophy. 

Another inconvenience arising from this unhistorical 
treatment of philosophical questions is felt even 
more acutely — namely, that in defending an old theory 
by new arguments we are often supposed to be 
pleading our own cause. Darwin, particularly in his 
earlier books, speaks of the cause of evolution, not as 
if it were anything personal to himself, but as a trust 
handed down to him, almost as an heirloom of his 
family ; anyhow, as a valuable inheritance dating from 
the earliest days of awakening physical and philosophi- 
cal ioqpiiry. In his later books he becomes more and 
more self-conscious, and seems restrained from ap- 
ptyfcg that rapturous language to the results obtained 
by the theory of evolution which those who follow 
Mm feel perfectly justified in applying to his and their 
own Iab(»*s« I have beoi blamed for speaking with 
unconcealed rapture of the theory of the identity of 
language and thought, and I certainly should feel that 
f deserved hlame if this theory had really been of my 
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own invention. But, knowing how many of the most 
authoritative philosophers had held the same views, j 
felt at perfect liberty to speak of it, as I did, as the 
most important philosophical truth, in fact, as the only 
solid foundation of all philosophy. 

I also took it for granted, though it seems I ought 
not to have done so, that the misunderstandings which 
had formerly beset this theory, and had been demo- 
lished again and again, would not be repeated with the 
innocent conviction that they had never been thought 
of before. 

Of course, such an expression as identity of 
thought and language can be cavilled at. If Kant is 
right, no two things in space and time can ever be 
identical, and if .people really take identical in that 
sense the sooner the word is altogether superseded the 
better- When we say that language and thought are 
identical, we mean that they are two names of the 
same thing under two aspects. There is a very use- 
ful term in Sanskrit philosophy, “aprithaghhiva*, 
(“the not being able to exist apart”), and it is this^ 
the impossibility of thought existing apart from lan- 
guage, or language from thought, which we mean 
when we call the two identical. We can distinguii^ 
for our own purpose, and these purposes are 
feotly legitimate, between the sound and the meaning 
of a word, just as we can distinguish between the 
pitch and the hmbre of our voice. But &h%h tire 
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can distinguish, we cannot separate the two. We 
cannot have timbre without pitch, nor pitch without 
timbre ; neither can we have words without thought, 
nor thought without words. There never was on one 
side a collection of vocables, mere flatus vooi, and on 
the other a collection of concepts. The two were 
always one and indivisible, but not one and indistin- 
gufehab^le. We can certainly distinguish the sound of 
a word from its meaning, but we must not expect to 
meet with meanings walking about in broad daylight 
as disembodied ghosts, or with sounds floating through 
the air, like so many Undines in search of a soul. 
The two were not two, but were one from the begin- 
mng, and the wp^rov lies in this attempted 

diyoix^ between sound and meaning. 

After words have been formed, as embodied 
thoughts, no doubt it is possible to imitate and I'e- 
peal their sound without knowing their meaning. We 
hAve only to speak English to a Chinaman, and we 
shall see that what to us is English is to him mere 
sound and Jabber, It is no longer langnage, becapse 
it is of the essence of language to be sound and mean- 
ing at the same time. 

But then it is asked— Is our thinking always 
speaking ? I say, yes' it fe,, .if o'uly'we , take speaking 
in its proper sense. But If we mean by speakiing the 
mere vibrations of our vocal chords, then thinking is 
hot always speaking, because we can suppress these 
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’vibrations, and yet keep in our memory the sound 
which they were meant to produce, and the meaning 
’which that sound was meant to convey. It is this 
ispeaking without voice which has come to be called 
thinking, while thinking aloud has monopolized the 
name of speaking. The true definition, in fact, of 
thinking, as commonly understood, is speaking minm 
Yoice. And as this kind of thinking is that which is 
miost commonly used for intense intellectual work, 
people have become so proud of it that they cannot 
t)ear to^see it what they call degraded to mere speak- 
ing without voice. Still so it is, as every one can dis- 
•covea: for hhnself, if he will only ask himself at any 
moment what he is or has been thinking about. • He 
can answer this question to himself and to others in 
words only. Nor is there anything degrading in this, 
and, at all events, the greatest philosophical thinkers, the 
•Oreeks, did not think so, or say so, for they were satisfied 
with one and the same word for thought and speech. 

Nor do we really, when we examine ourselves 
carefully, ever detect ourselves as thinking only, or as 
thinking in the abstracf. How often have I been 
asked, not whether I think without words, but whether 
I think in English or in German* What does that 
jmean ? It means, whether I speak to my^lf in 
lish 'Or' ,ia Gormian, and no more, ^ The idea itiiat'jT 
could '.'Sfbak'.to myself in no language at aH 
:surd to be evaa sne^ested ' 
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The result which the Science of language has ar- 
rived at, and which are by no means so startling as- 
has been supposed, are shortly these : — We have sen- 
sations without language, and some of these sensa- 
■hons may produce in men, as well as in animals, in- 
voluntary cries. 

Wc have perceptions, or images without language,, 
and some of these may be accompanied by gestures- 
or signs, such gestures or signs being often intelli- 
gible to others belonging to the same kind. * 

We have concepts, but these we can never have 
without words, because it is the word which embodies- 
GTiginaliy one feature only of the whole image, and 
afterwards others, and thus supplies what we call ab- 
stract concepts, to which nothing can ever respond irr 
imagination, nothing in sensation, nothing in nature. 

Here it is where the Science of Language has sup- 
plied the historical proof of what would otherwise 
have remained a mere postulate. We know, as a fact, 
that about eight hundred roots will account for nearly 
the whole wealth of the Sanskrit Dictionary. We caih 
account for these roots in difereut ways, the most un* 
ob|ectionable being that suggested by Noir6, that they 
were dadginailly the ddmf mn<oimra^am of the conscious; 
acts of mm. Now, let us take an instance. Man would 
have received the sensation of brightness from the- 
stars in the sky, and it is possible, at least I shduld 



MY PREDECESSORS 


lor 

not like to deny it, that animals too might receive the- 
same sensation. After a time, v/hen the same starry 
sky was observed night after night, and year after year^ 
the stars as bright points would be remembered, and 
would leave an image of separate sparkling points- 
nay, it may be, of certain very prominent constelia- 
tions in our memory. Nor is there any reason to^ 
doubt that, without any language, the mere image of 
certain constellations appearing on the sky might from 
the earliest times have evoked the images of concom- 
itant events, such as the approach of cold weather,., 
or the return of spring, in the minds of our most sav- 
age ancestors. 

But with all that, there was as yet no word, and, 
in consequence, no oencept of a star. What we call 
stars, as different from the sky to which they sieemi 
attached, as different also from sun and moon, were 
as yet bright images only. 

Now, the next decisive step was this. The Aryan 
man possessed what we call roots, sounds which had» 
often been used while be and his friends were engaged 
in acts of scattering, dispersing, strewing. One of 
these sounds may have been STAR. We find it in Latin,., 
9Ur-no and stramm; in Greek, orop-ewu^i ; in Gothic, 
strauja ; English, to strew, and its many derivative. 
In all these words, the root, we say, is STAR, tfaoriiil 
we need not assert that such a root ever esfetod hy^ 
itself before it was realised in alt the words Which 
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rsprang from it One of the features of the bright 
sparkling points in heaven was their scattering or 
strewing sprays of light. By means of the root STAR 
this one feature was abstracted from the rest of the 
image, and the stars were thus at the same time called 
and conceived as strewers ; in Sanskrit atar-as ; in 
"Greek, acrrejo-cs ; in Latin, atellae, i. e. aterulae ; in 
English, atars.. 

This word atar was not meant for any single star, 
it did not correspond to a sensatiop, nor to any vague 
image or recollection of stars ; it was a name repre- 
•senting onS abstract feature of the stars, namely, thdr 
scattering of light in a dark night. It was man’s own 
■creation, and corresponded to nothing in nature, un- 
less it was predicated afterwards of this or that par- 
ticular star. It was so general, in fact, that, as soon 
as special stars had to be named, new determining or 
individualizing names became necessary. When it 
was observed that certain stars always retained their 
place, while others travelled about, the former were 
named fixed stars, the latter travellers or planets,* till 
.at last every prominent star received some kind of 
mame, that is to say, was known and called as different 
from all the rest. 

We see the same process everywhere, though it is 
•not always possible to discover with perfect certainty 
’what specific features in the objects of nature were 

* "Leotares on the Science of Language," i. p. 8. 
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selected for the purpose of knowing and naming them, 
or, in other, words, from what root their names were de» 
rived. Let us examine the name of tree. Here it is-- 
quite clear that the most primitive savage must have 
had the sensation produced by trees growing up alh 
around him, and giving him shelter against the sun,, 
possibly supplying food also to appease his hunger.. 
Let us suppose that that sensation was on a level with 
the sensation which animals also receive from trees. 

I do not think it was, but I am willing to grant it for 
argument’s sake. The hundreds and thousands of 
trees which made an impression on the eyes of these 
savages must soon have become indistinguishable, and 
left an image in the memory of a very general and in-- 
distinct character. Some Philosophers maintain that 
animals also have these blurred images, and that they 
would mistake a post for a tree. Again, for a^gtlment’s^ 
sake, I do not mean to contest it. 

Bnt now comes a new step, Men, and men alone,, 
in the earliest stages of their life on earth, began to- 
take hold of certain trees, tear off their bark, hollow 
out their stems, and use these in the end for making, 
beds, boats, and tables, and for other purposes. Con- 
comitant and significative of this act of tearing off the 
bark of trees, the Aryan people had a root DAR ; in 
Greek, aapj® ; in English tear. Being chiefly i% 
terested in trees because they could thus be 
and shaped and rendered useful, they called a tree in 
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Sanskrit dfm; in Greek, Spiis; in Gothic, triu; in 
English, tree. This was but one out of many names 
•that could be applied to trees for various reasons, 
more or l^s important in the eyes of the Aryan sava- 
i^es ,* and here, even for the sake of argument, I can 
not bring myself to adcnit that any animal could have 
■done the same. We must bear in mind that there is 
ceally nntling in nature corresponding to tree. If it 
;siniply meant what could be shaped, there are hun- 
dreds of things that can in various ways be shaped. 
If it was confined to there are again hundreds 

of ijteeSj oaks, beeches, fir-trees^, ettd.; but no human 
-eye has ever seen a tree, nor could aauy artist give us 
an idea of what a tree may be as a phantasma 
in the mind of man or animal.* 

If all this is true, it follows that no concept, hhl 
even the concept of so simple an object as a tree, was 
possible without a name. It was by being named, 
that is, by having one of its prominent features sin- 
gled out or abstracted, and brought under the root 
DAJE?, to tear, that the blurred image, left on the mem- 
-oiy after repeated sensations, became known, became 
definite,, received a handle for the purposes of thought 
.and speech. And what was the result ? The result 
was that with the name there arose in the mind, not a 
asensatIcMa, not an iraage^for think what such an image 
'Would have been — but what we call a concept, when 

♦ ''Taine, De rinielligen^e,'* i, p. 27. 
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•we speak to ourselves without vibrations of the vocal 
drords, but what is called a word, wbaa uttered aloud. 
If we distinguish, therefore, at all between concepts 
^nd words, we are bound to say that concepts are due 
to words, they are words minus sound, and not, as 
most philosophers will have it, that words, are due to 
•concepts, that they are concepts plus sound. It is only 
because to think aloud is to speak that to speak sota 
mae may be called to think. All this was perfectly 
known, as far as the general principle is concerned. 
I believe that even Berkeley's ingenious views of gen- 
•eral ideas might easily be translated into our language. 
He maintains that general ideas do not exist at all; 
•so do we. He then proceeds to say that what we call 
i;eneral ideas are particular ideas with a ward attached 
to them. So do we,’*' only that we have learned how 
this process took place. It could not be done by 
taking a sound at random and attaching it to a particular 
idea, for the simple reason that there were no such 
•sounds in the market. But if Berkely had known 
the results of the Science of Language, he would, I 
believe, have been perfectly satisfied with the process, 
as described before, of bringing one feature of the par- 
ticular into a general idea at the same time that the 
coot was raised into a word. 

We could come to an understanding with Locke 
^0, when he says that “words become general 

* ’•Sdenoe of ThouahV* p. 869, 
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being made tbe signs of general ideas!"* if only be- 
ctnild be made to see that the saine object which he 
has in view can be attained by saying that ideas be- 
come general by being signed with a word. 

Nor should I despair of establishing a perfect 
agreement with M. Taine^ if only he would leave the 
modern Parisian nursery and follow me into the dis- 
tant caves of onr Aryan ancestors. Nothing can be- 
more brilliant than the way in which be describes tbe- 
process of g^ffleraibation going on in the mind of a 
,ciaid,:f ' He:,, tocadbes ,hQw, the nnrse, on showing a 
dog to a child, says how the child’s eyes fol- 

low the mirse’s gesture’s how be sees the dog, hears 
Ms barh, and how, after a few repetitions which form 
his apprenticeship, the two images, that of the ^og 
and that of the sound, become, according to the la W' 
of the association of images, associated permanently 
ia his mind. Thus, when he sees the dog again, he 
imagib^, the same sound, and by a kind imitative 
iastiact he tries to utter the same sound. When the 
dog barks, the child laughs and is enchanted, and he 
feels all the more tempted to pronounce the sound of 
the aaimal which strikes him as new, and of which he 
had hitherto heard a human imitation only. Up to 
this point there is nothing original or superior; the 
brain of every- mammal' 'is '-'Capable of 'similar associa- 

* Loc, cH, p. 2J59. * 

t P- ^45* 
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t ons. What is peculiar to man is that the sound 
associated by him with the perception of a certain 
irdividual is called forth again not only by the sight of 
e.’:actly similar individuals, but likewise by the pres- 
e ce of distinctly different individuals, though with 
rij^ard to certain features belonging to the same class. 
In fact, analogies which do not strike an animal, strike 
man. The child says oua-oua at the sight of the dog 
belonging to the house. Soon he says oua-om at the 
sight of poodles, pugs, and Newfoundland dogs. A 
little later the child will say oua-oua to a toy dog 
which is made to bark by some kind of mechanism, 
and this no animal would do. Even a toy dog which 
does not bark, but moves on wheels— nay, a dog made 
of bronze, standing motionless and dumb in the 
drawing-rooni, a small friend walking on all fours in 
the nmsery, lastly a mere drawing, will evoke the same 
smmd. , 

All this is true, perfectly true ,* and M. Taine may 
be quite right in maintaining that the discoveries of 
Oken, Goethe, and Newton are in the end due to the 
Same power of discovering analogies in nature. I 
folow him even when he sums up in the following 
words : — 

“To discover relations between most distant objects, to 
disentangle most delicate analogies, to establish cofflttOfi 
features in the most dissimilar things, to isolate most 
abstract qualities, all these expressions have the same 

, • 8 
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®»»Qingi and all tliese operalioas can be traced back to 
the name being evoked by perceptions and representations 
possessing the slightest resemblances, to the signal being 
roused by an almost imperceptible stimulant, to the mental 
m)rd appearing in court at the first summons.” 

With certain restrictioiis all these observations 
niade aaiKjpg chiMrea ol the present day apply wflh 
^nal fotce to the children of one race.’*'' When, for 
instance, such a word as drii, tree, had once been 
formed, supposing that at first it was meant lor such 
toes only as conlct he p^ed and smoothed and fash- 
ioned into some nseful tools, it would soon be trans- 
ferred to all trees, whatever their wood. After that 
it might become specialised again, as we see in Greek, 
vssheEO Spos means chiefly oak, and in Lithunbn, where 
it means pine.^ On the other hand, we see a word 
such as mk^ after it had taken its definite meaning, 
becoming generalized again, and being used in 
Icelandic for trees in generaL 

With regard to all this I see no difference between 
M. Taine's views and my own, and I likewise fully 
agree with Mm, when he explains how in the end 
every word, before it is used for philosophical purposes, 
has to be carefully defined.* 

* See also L. Ml. EllHa, "Due Bitposte al Prof. Angelo Valdar- 
oini iotorno a una prefcesa eontraddizione fra la dottriaa Ideolpgica 
epsloologioa del Roirnioi.” Torloo, 1887, p. 14. 

1. So®, m. i, W. 87. 

2. Wo*ds/* .p. 268, 
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There is, however, some aew and itopcartant 
which the Science of Language has thrown on this cdd 
problem, and which, if M. Taine had taken it into 
account, would have enabled him, not only to establish 
his ovirn views more firmly, but to extend than far 
beyond the narrow walls of our modern nurseries. 
The Science of Language has clearly shown that every 
word coincides from the very beginning with a general 
concept. While formerly the admission that thou^ 
was impossible without words was mostly restricted 
to general and abstract terras, we can now extend it 
to singular terms likewise, in fact to the whole of our 
language, with the exception of interjections and wlwt 
are called demonstrative elements. That no one could 
think whiteness, goodness, or even humanity or 
brutality, was generally admitted, even by those who 
hesitated to admif that no thought was possible withf 
out lahguage. But now that we can prove historically 
that even a tree could not have been named except as 
coming under the general term of tearing^ peeling, 
shaping, or, in other cases, of feeding, shelterinig, or 
growing, no wavering or haggling is any longer |X)S- 
sfble. All our words are conceptual, all out concepts 
are verbal ; this is what Nominalism postulated with- 
out being able to prove it, that is what Nominalisnl 
has proved by means of the discoveries vsrhicb a com- 
parative study of languages has placed at our drspbsa^ 
and which no scepticism can touch. From the first, 
Comparative Pitiology ^had no wich ^'fewwri©b|«Jits in 
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iriew* It (Xjnfined itself to a careful collection of facts^ 
to tile analysis of all that had become purely formal, 
to the discovery of the constituent elements of language, 
to the Establishment of tbe genealogical relationship 
all members of the same family of speech ; but 
beyond this it did not mean to go. When, however,, 
some th the resulls at which Comparative Philology 
had arrived quite independently, were fonnd to be al- 
most identical with the teachings of some of the most 
aridioritativ© philosopfaoFa ; when it was found for 
instance, that while Locke maintained that animals had 
no goieral ideas hecanse they had no words, the 
Science of Language had arrived at the conclusion 
that animals had no words because they had no general 
ideas,.^ the Science of Language became ipso facto 
the Science of Thought, and language and thoaght were 
recognised once more as two faces of the same head. 


Ihe consequences which follow by necessity from 
this recognition of the identity of thought and language, 
and which t was anxious to put far ward as strongly as 
possible in my “Science of Thought,” may, no doubt, 
have Startled some philosophers, whose chief strength 
lies in the uadefined use of words. But that theory 
itMf Could never have startled a careful student of 
the hi^ory of philosophy. It is a ?©ry old friend with 
a new face, and had a right to expect a different 
recepticm, 

* 'On .Soieace of Laaguage/' i, 65. 
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To the Greeks, we know, it was so natural to look 
upon language and thought as two sides of the same 
thing, that we can hardly appeal to them as conscious 
upholders of such a theory. As they used logos in 
both senses, as discourse, whether internal or external, 
their knowledge of the identity of language and thought 
came to them by intuition rather than by reflection. 
They had never been led astray as we have been; 
hence they had not to discover the right way. 

Still, whenever Greek philosophers come to touch 
on this question, they speak with no uncertain tone, 
though even then they are generally satisfied with 
stating the truth, without attempting to prove what, 
in their eyes, seemed hardly to require any proof — 
namely, the identity of language and thought. 

In the “Sophist,” Plato begins by showing how 
language (Myos) may be true or false, and only sftet 
having proved this, does he proceed to show that 
thought and imagination also may be true or false. 
For, he proceeds, “thought (Bcdvoia) is the same as 
language, with this exception, that thought is the con- 
versation of the soul with herself which takes place 
without voice, while the stream which, accompanied 
by sound, flows from thought through the lips, is 
called language (Aiyos).” He then defines opiifloa , 
as the result of thinking (Scmotos iworeX^hn^ts) 
and iinaginatiOn the union of opinion and 

nensatlott. In Idfis way onfyi that is, by proving that; 
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tlroght, opinbo, and imaginalioa are closely akin to 
laogoag©, does he establish in the end that, as language 
ha« been proved to be either true or jfalse, thought, 
qpinion, and imagination also may be true or false. 


Whether Plato could not have established that 


possibility of truth and falsehood in thought, opinion, 
and inaagination by a simpler and shorter process, is 
apt the question which concerns us here. What con- 
cerns us is the perfect assurance with which he iden- 
tifies her©, weil as in the “Theaetetus** (190),^ 



speech (AnSyos) and thought an assurance which 

sCemsto be shared by his latest translator, Professor 
t, when finding fault with Hegel because “he 
as if thought, instead of being identical with 
i, Was wholly ind^endent of it.”* 

Now, therefore, when it will hardly be safe to say 
any longer that the identity of language and thought 
is sometiting quite unhmtd of, a paradox, a mere 
p^rvets% (all these exparessions have been used by 
niOT who call themselves phOo&ophers, and even prof es- 
sots of philo^3iphy)f the next step will probably be to 
treat it as a mere question of words. 


1, "What do yoa moan by thiokiag ?” *'I mean by thinking 
the ooaversation whioh the seal bolds with herself in thinking of 
anything... ...I aay, then, thattofonn ut ojpinioxt is to speak, aud 

oj^oionis a word spoken, Ixaeaiv to oneself and iasilenoe, aot 
alond, or to another.” 

3. Hat©, vol. fr, Pi, 430i however, said : ** 1^0 thinfle 



Andi indeed, it is a, questicm, of words, but in tbe 
true sense o! that word.^^ 

If we use thought promiscuously for every kind of 
mental process, it. stands to reason that to say tbafc 
thought is impossible without language would be 
absurd. To feel pain and pleasure is an inward mieotal 
process, to see and hear are inward mental processes 
to stare at the images of present and past events, to 
build castles in the air, to feed on such stuff as dreams 
are made of — all this might certainly be brought under 
the general category of mental activity. For ordinary 
purposes we need not be too particular about lan- 
guage, and, if people like to call all this thinhing^ why 
should we object ? I, myself, when there can be no 
misunderstanding, use thought iu that general sense, 
and use the word mind for all that is going oe within 
us,, whether sensation, perception, conception, or iiata*' 
iugi^ I did not, therefore, put on my title-page, “No 
thought without language," but “No reason without 
language,” and I did so after having defined reason as 
the addition and subtraction of conceptual words. 

But thpugh admittiQg this general meaning of 
tUnMngir we should: earefuily distinguish it from 
more 'Special and, techninal' " use, when it beoo'mes"sy'0*'- 

3, ‘*E3n Worfesiareit entetehl^ damns, weil idh die Saeben anter 
andbca Kombinationen sentire and dram, ihre Relafeivitat aiuk 
dtrdekend, eie anden beoennon mttsak’’— .-Qoetbe an LaTafcer, 1774. 
of Xboagbfe," p. SSP. 
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twiymous with reasoning, and is, in fact, speaking sotto 
or Bema voce. Whenever there is danger of misap- 
prehension, it is decidedly better to avoid it by defi- 
nition, but in most cases it is quite clear whether to 
iMnk is used in its general or in its special sense. If, 
therefore, it is said that the question of the identity of 
thought and language is a mere question of words, I 
say:, Yes, it is; but so is every question of philosophy, 
If rightly understood. Words are terms, and only if 
rightly determined do they enable us to reason rightly 
Let the word be rightly defined, and let the. 

word language be rightly defined, and their identity will 
require no further proof ; for, when we maintain their 
identity, we do not mean by language ■ mere sound, 
nor do we mean by thought mere sensation or imagi- 
nation, but knowledge of something that can neither 
be felt nor imagined, and Can only be signified. We 
can never see nor can We imagine tree, dog, man, tri- 


and all the rest of our 


didtioaary. Then what are tree^ dog, man, and all the 
? They are names {miotinna agnomina), that is, actis 


oi knowledge, and of that peooliar class of knowledge 
which cannot possibly have anything corresponding to 


it in sensuous perception or imagination, because it 
has always reference to something which we discover 
in and lift out from percepts in order to signify whole 
classes of percepts, but never any real and individual 
l^rcept. We can afterwards use these names, and 
for instancy this is a 14^ this is a dpg; but 
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*nd dog, which we thus predicate, are general and 
abstract terms ; they are not the fir-tree or the poodle 
'dog which our sensation and imagination present to ua. 

I hope that, after this definition of the true mean- 
ing of language and thought, the usual result will fol- 
low, and that my critics will say that, if I meant no 
■more than that, no one would think of differing from me, 
and that I have only myself to blame for not having 
tmade my meaning clear. I am quite willing to take 
that blame so long as I may agree with ray adversa- 
aries quickly. If people will only see what '‘a question 
■of words” really means, I believe there will soon be 
peace among all contending philosophical parties. 

But, unfortunately, we think but too much in words, 
^nd almost let them think for us, instead of making 
them completely our own. We take out words as they 
come to us by inheritance, and we trust that other 
ipeople will take them in the same sense in which we 
use them. 

And yet nothing is more certain than that two people 
iiardly ever take the same word in the same sense, and 
that just the most important words are often Used in 
.entirely different senses by different philosophers. Hence 
41.11 our misunderstandings, all our quartellings, all our 
.so-called systems of philosophy, every one differing 
from the other, and yet all starting from the same glv^ 
facts, all collected by the same eyes and the same 
xminds I 
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M all pkilc^pfcers used the saate words k the same 
smisei, thei: «>udtlsions would diff^ as little as the 
conciusionts imthematictaiis. A mathauatidian kaows- 
exactly what is the tueaniag of the terms with which 
he c^erates, while philosopters will hardly ever coades- 
cead to dehne the terms which they use. We woodeir 
why teateemaiioiacis always -arrive at the same results;, 
€% tiiey do not, why they can always disGover the 
mi^akes they have made. But how could it be 
otherwise? Even thek highest problems, which, 
completely stagger the uamatJhematical mind, coasist. 
in the end in nothing but addition and subtraction. 
Oiur reasonieg also, even, when it reaches the highest 
metaphysical problems, consists in nothing but addition 
and subtraction. What else could it consist in ? But 
there is this difference, that, while the mathematician 
adds and subtracts values which are defined within 
the strictest limits, the philosopher adds and substracts 
values Which are often not defined at all, or defined 
within tJhe vaguest limits. If the metaphysician does, 
itet actually play with loaded dice, he of ten uses dice 
which be has never exaramed, and which, for all he- 
knows, may have been marked rightly or wrongly by 
those who placed them in hiS hands. If all our words- 
were defined as triangles, squares, and spheres are in? 
geometry, or as 1.999 is in arithmetic, philosophy would 
soon become a worthy rival of mathematics. 

The only hc^e of peace and of an 
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between various schools of fAilosophy lies in definition^ 
and dennitioa ought at the present moment to be the- 
chief employment of all honest philosophers. 

But we want more than definition — We want a 
thorough purification of language. A perfect language 
ought to be like a perfect alphabet. As in a perfect 
alphabet the same letter ought always to have one 
and the same sound, and the same sound ought always- 
to be represented by one and the same letter, so, in a 
perfect language, the same word ought always to have 
one and the same meaning and the same meaning 
ought always to be represented by one and the same 
word. I know all poets will cry out against this heresy,, 
but I am speakipg of philosophical, not of poetical,, 
language. 

Language suffer from wealth even more than from’' 
povertyi The human mind is so made that it is always 
inclined to presuppose a difference of meaning where 
there is a diffearence of names. Because we have a 
number of names to signify what is going on withm 
us, such as spirit, mind, understanding, intelligence, 
and reason, philosophers have made every kind of 
effort to show how each differs from the rest, till wh 
seem In imve ever so many pigeon hples within ua, 

ever so many pigeons hatching thek egg « thetn, 
insfetod of 0tts uadivlded mental activity, applied tx> 
different objects. 
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While here confusion is due to too great a wealth 
of expression, we saw before how the employment of 
the word language in totally different senses, or poverty 
•of expression, played equal havoc with our thoughts. 


If we can speak of the language of the eyes, of the 
language of silence, of the language of flowers, of the 
language of animals, no wonder that we forget alto- 
ge^er th© distinctive meaning of language when used 
in the definite sense of expression of conceptual thought 
by* conceptual words. Let this definition of language 
be granted, and ever so many books might have 
remained unwritten. We are all dealing with the 
facts when we say that animals have no language, 
while others Say they have language. We may go on 
for ever collecting anecdotes of parrots and jackdaws, 
we shall never come to a mutual understanding. But 
let language be once defined, and all wrangling will 


uease. If language is defined as communication in 



we shall all agree that animals have language. 


If language means human langnage, conceptual lan- 
guage, language derived from roots, then we shall all 


''^gree that animals have no 



But it is not only in philosophy that we want a 
Kathaiais of human speech; it is wanted in every 
sphere of human thought. Think of the different 
meanings attached to the word gentleman. From the 
most opposite quarters, from high and low, you hear 
«l»esston, '**He& a g^tleman,*'’ or ‘*He' is 'mjb' 
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a gentleman.” If you venture to doubt, or are bold 
enough to ask for a definition of gentleman, you rum 
a considerable risk of being told that you are not a 
gentleman yourself if you do not know what gentle- 
man means. Yet the butler will call you a gentleman 
if you give him ten shillings instead of half-a-crown ; 
your friends will doubt whether you are a gentlemam 
if you indulge in that kind of menial generosity. And 
if there is this haze about the meaning of gentleman, 
think of the polychromatic iridescence that plays round 
the name of ladi/. The best we can do when we are 
asked to define that word is to say that it cannot be 
defined, and that to define means to destroy its charmi 
which can be felt only, but cannot be analysed. 

If you wish to see a real confusion of tongues, you 
need not go to the plain in the land of Shinar, but read 
any article on art in any of oar leading reviews. If 
you were to ask for a definition of almost any word, 
used in these reviews, whether nice, sweet, charming, 
felicitous, exquisite, lovely, heavenly, or realistic, warm, 
throbbing, bewitching* killing, and all the rest, you 
would fare very badly. You would be called a pedaot,. 
or an ignoramus, and you would require no definition 
of what is meant by these words. 

1 Look for a moment at political language. An 
eminent politician has lately spoken in rapturous 
terms about the name of Home Rule. He called ft 
so delightful a terra, so apt, so full of meaning. Xu- 
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cebars it seems the most stupid word that has lately 
heeu invaafted, aad exactly for the same reason — 
nauiely, because it is so full, so brimful ci meaning. 
Define Home Rule, and if we do not all of us become 
Home Rulers at once, we shall at all events be able to 
ccttaimre notes, to arrive at a mutual undarstanding 
and to find out what is ptactit^bie and what is not. 
Every Individual, every home, every town, every 
county has a right to so much individual liberty, to 
so mudi Home Rule, to So much municipal freedom, to 
so much county government as is compatible with the 
vital interest of the commonwealth. All individual 


claims that clash with the welfare of the larger com- 
munitfes must be surrendered, some lor a dme, others 
in perpetuity. Home Rule in its undefined, meaning 
is certainly brimful of meaning, but these words pyer- 
ft>wing with meaning are emctly the most bewildering 
and the most misleading terms. Home Rule may 
meim liberty, independence, self^goveraraent, and a 
Oa«rdEal iiegard to local interns. In that sense we are 
all fitome Rulers* But it may also mean Itcsence, 

_ ■•©edition, aad"selfi8lin'‘e®^ — and in 'that sense, I ho,p®, 
Ae ol Morale Rulers is very small in the United 

Kingdom of Ireland, Scotland, and Engliand. 


But much more serious conseqiuence© may 'follow 
ilom a careless use of words. Politics , after all, are 
Imt a small section of ethics, and we have lately, seen 


system of ethics built up on the 
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«se of the word good. No doubt, a knife, or a gun, 
■or a house may be called, good, if they are wdU adapted 
to cut, to shoot, and to shelter. We may also ^peak af 
actions as good or bad, not in a mcwal sense, bmt 
simply as answering their purpose. A shot, for in- 
may be called a good shot, if it is well aimed 
and well delivered, even though it should be the shot 
■of a murderer- The first arrow which William Tell 
let fly at the apple on the head of his son was a good 
shot, but there was no moral element in it, hecaiise 
the father acted under constraint. But if he had 
wounded his son, and then, as he intended, had shot 
the second arrow at Gessler, that might likewise have 
be^ a good shot, in one sense, but, from a moral 
point of view, it would have been murder. 

But to say that moral actions also are called good 
or bad according as the adjustments of acts to ends 
are or are not efficient, is mere jugglery with words. 
'G-ood has two meanings, and these two meanings 
should be kept carefully apart. Good may mean 
useful, but good also means what is anything but use- 
ful or profitable ; and it is goodness in that sense which 
moral philosophy has to account for. It is quite open 
to any philosopher to say that nothing should be caEed 
good except what is in some sense or other useful. 
But hi that case the meaning of usefulness ought to 
be properly defined; we ought imt to 
because we use the same word, we are thiukihg the 
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»me thouglit. Now, how does our utilitarian philos- 
opher define moral usefulness ? He maintains that 
as the preservation and prolougatiou of our own life 
are our mmmtim honum, any acts conducing to this 
should be called good* Hei^e many people would 
*|uestioii the statement that preservation, and, more 
partbtdariy, polongatfoo, af life beyond a certain 
lirhi obald' always be called the highest good ; but,, 
even admitting this, we might indeed call cannibalism- 
useful* for the preservation and prolongation of life,, 
but we should hardly call it good. 

It is different when we come to consider the two- 
Oithec ^heres of acfion in which we are told that any 
SiCfe useful for the preservation and prolongation of 
life of our own offspring, and of our fellow creatures^ 
should be called good. 


Here we must again distinguish. Any act for ther 
benefit of our own offspring may be useful, wise, and 
prudent, and, if well conceived and carefully carried 
Out, may be called good, in one sense, ButnottiE wfe 
know the motive, should we call it good in the other 
saise. In a primitive state of society children consti- 
tuted the wealth and strength of a family, and to feed 
them and keep them from danger was no more merit- 
orious than the feeding and keeping of slaves and 
cattle. From a purely utilitarian point of view, how- 
ever, it would be useful, and therefore good, not to 
w^k or (a-ippled ■children, but to kill them, ar^'' 
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here for the first time real goodness comes in. Real 
goodness is always in some form or other, unselfish- 
ness. The unselfishness of mother in bringidg up a 
child that must always be a trouble and burden to her 
may be very misguided, anything but good iii the eyes 
of those who interpret good as useful j but neverthe- 
less, so long as the word ^ood exists, it has always 
been, applied to such acts. 


In this case, however, the psychologist may’ still 
discover traces of selfishness in the natural lovO of a 


mother. But in the third sphere of action, in our 
endeavour to preserve and prolong the life of our fellow 
creatiiji&es, or, more correctly, in our endeavours to pro- 
mote their general happiness, we can easily distinguish 
between acts that ought to be called good, simply in 
the sense of useful, and acts that ought to he Galled 
good., in the sense of unselfish. A man who f ulfils 
the general duties necessary for keeping a community 
together may be called a good, that is, a useful citizen. 
He is useful to society, but he is useful also to bitmsdlf, 
as a member of that society. A man, howsyer, wi% 
like Marcus Curtius, jurnped into the aby^ In 
10 save Rome, may no doubt be called a fool by 
utilitarian philosophers, but the Romans calM Wm 
good, and we too must call him unselfish. And a man 
who, Gordon, remained at his post, trusting in 
his God and in his country, may be called a madman? 
but no one would dare to call him selfish, and posterity 
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will keep for him a place of honour among the heroes, 
among the martyrs, among the good men of England. 

Philosophers are perfectly justified in attempting 
to build up systems of ethics on utilitarian and hedon- 
istic principles. should not even contest their 

right to give a new definition of goodMu, and to say 
that with them it shall mean nothing but usefulmss. 
Bat they must not play with language, and tell us that 
what the world meant by good was never more than 
what they mean by Op the contrary, the word 

good was framed originally to signify acts which were 
not useful, nay, which might be detrimental to the 
a^ent, and which, nevertheless, require our approval. 
Thek usefuln depends on the means which we 
employ 1 goodness on the objects which we have in vrew. 
We may call useful what Is selfish, we can never cali 
what is selfish good. 

There is no sphere of mental activity which does 
nqk Eitead in need of the corrective influence of the 
ScMace’ ojf i Thought, If soldiers must look to their 
pwords, philosophers will have to look to their words. 
T^'inow Aat fasre, ^aS' el^where, 'inquiry- ihtO' the supply, 
and a vigorous test of the efficiency of words will be 
declared a nuisance, will be resisted and resented as an 
insult. But, in spite of all that, it will come, in some 
departments of thought it has already come, and in 
the future battles of the work^/^^svr^ds and good 
words will carry the day. 





**A hooktikai is shut is hut a hhc¥^ 
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Department of Ardbaeok^ 
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Flea^ help tts to ke^ the hook 
bten mid tooving. 
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